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ABSTRACT 
Stefanie R. Knauer 
Competition between Blue Collar Latinos and Blacks in Growing and Declining Industries in North 
Carolina  
(Under the direction of Philip Cohen) 
 
 
Blue collar immigrant Latinos have increasingly gained employment within North Carolina’s growing 
meatpacking industry and declining textile industry from 1980 to 2000. This paper uses three decades of 
Census data to provide a theoretically descriptive discussion about trends and patterns that have emerged 
within these industries. Results indicate that in meatpacking, Latinos are being crowded into low wage 
ghettos, despite cases where they are substituting for exiting white workers or where they have been 
queued upward into better paying jobs. In textiles, Latinos gained employment because they are 
inexpensive labor or because they are substituting for whites and slowing growth among blacks. Within 
narrow occupational categories, interpretations of growing Latino presence were consistent from macro to 
micro levels while in other cases crowding in meatpacking and wage discrimination in textiles were not 
foreshadowed. Overall, Latinos appear to be affecting employment rates of whites more than blacks in 
both industries. 
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CHAPTER 1 
 
INTRODUCTION AND LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
 
When jobs are scarce in a declining industry, or plentiful in a growing industry, who occupies 
these positions is an important topic to investigate.  The purpose of this study is to examine how blue 
collar Latino immigrants impact the employment opportunities of blue collar black natives in North 
Carolina’s declining textile manufacturing industry and growing meatpacking industry. 
 The empirical literature analyzing the economic impacts of immigration typically centers on the 
issue of whether new immigrants to the United States adversely affect the employment opportunities of 
natives.  To date, studies have found that immigration does not impact the employment opportunities of 
native workers, while other studies find the opposite effect. Overall, the literature suggests that we still do 
not fully understand how immigrants affect the employment opportunities of natives in local labor 
markets; nor do we fully understand the process through which native workers respond to these changes 
in the local labor market.  
 The aim of this study is to examine the racial-ethnic composition of blue collar occupations in 
textile and meatpacking industries.  I will draw on the theory of supply and demand, the crowding 
hypothesis, the balkanization hypothesis, and the queuing hypothesis for a theoretically descriptive 
discussion.  The nature of employment patterns in manufacturing industries by race-ethnicity and skill-
level will determine which theory or theories best describe changes in the racial-ethnic composition of 
these industries over time. 
 In order to provide a descriptive analysis of changes in racial-ethnic employment patterns over 
time, I will use the 1980, 1990 and 2000 Census to indicate the change in Latino citizenship, changes in 
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the number of workers employed within each industry, and the existence of a wage hierarchy among blue 
collar occupations (craft workers, operatives, and laborers) in meatpacking and textile industries.  In 
addition, for both industries, descriptive statistics will provide frequencies for variables describing the 
characteristics of “average” blue collar workers by race-ethnicity and skill-level and “average” racial-
ethnic workers within narrow occupational categories. In doing so, I will be able to provide a detailed 
description of the relationship between the influx of Latino immigrants and the occupational patterns and 
relative status of native blacks in declining and growing manufacturing industries. 
Background and Significance  
 The main economic and industrial trends in the United States over the 20th century were a shift 
from agriculture to manufacturing in the first half of the century and a shift from manufacturing to service 
industries in the second half of the century (Kalleberg 2007; Danziger and Gottschalk 1993).  From 1940 
through the early 1970s, the shift from agriculture to manufacturing, coupled with economic expansion, 
created a multitude of new jobs in durable goods manufacturing, construction, and transportation that 
could be filled by people with moderate educational attainments. However, these employment trends 
came to an end in the early 1970s as the economy began restructuring (Farley 1997).   
 Beginning in the 1970s, the transition from a manufacturing economy to a service-based economy 
led to the rapid movement of manufacturing facilities out of the United States and into low-wage 
developing nations (Green 2006). One consequence of this shift became noticeable in the 1980s when the 
economic position of blue collar workers began to deteriorate substantially (Anderson and Shapiro 1996).  
Young African American men were particularly affected by these economic shifts, since they were more 
likely to be employed in declining industries, to have low skills, and to reside in geographic areas 
undergoing the most rapid economic transitions (Holzer and Vroman 1992; Lichter 1988; Kasarda 1995).  
Consequently, since the 1980s, blue collar African American workers who were once able to find steady 
work with decent wages have faced increasingly poor prospects in declining industries.  
 Also during this period, many northern manufacturing jobs that once provided employment for 
blacks moved to the southern United States (Wilson 1987; Kasarda 1995).  Before the 1970s, most of the 
 3 
 
 
job growth in the South had been in entry-level low-skill non-union jobs.  However, with the influx of 
manufacturing jobs into this region, southern black men were offered economic opportunities higher in 
the job queues than the menial jobs to which they had been confined (Cassirer 1996).  From the late 1970s 
to the early 1990s, the economy of the South outperformed all other regions of the country (Kasarda 
1995), and a large portion of the South’s economic success was attributed to its recruitment of immigrant 
workers from Latin America (primarily from Mexico) (Torres 2000) to meet the need for additional low-
skilled and inexpensive labor (Duchon and Murphy 2001; Kandel and Parrado 2004; Farley 1997) beyond 
that which could be met by African Americans alone.  Coupled with the pull of economic changes in the 
South and the push of the ongoing economic crisis in Mexico, legal as well as undocumented immigrants 
migrated to the southern part of the U.S. in search of employment in these industrial sectors (Massey, 
Durand, and Malone 2002; McClain, Carter, DeFrancesco Soto et al. 2006). 
 Since the 1980s, deskilling in both manufacturing and service sectors has occurred, which created 
new labor demands for workers willing to work for low wages (Sassen 1988, 1991, 1995).   In addition, 
jobs in the industrialized world have become increasingly skilled, as a result of changes on the demand 
side for labor.  Thus, native-born blue-collar workers remaining in these industrial sectors either have had 
to upgrade their skills or work for lower wages in restructured industries (Wright, Ellis, and Reibel 1996; 
Fernandez 2001).  In addition, from the 1970s onward, the entry of Third World countries into the global 
market for manufactured goods served as the catalyst for the establishment of a new comparative 
advantage in the industrialized world for goods and services that require the use of skilled labor (Green 
2006).   
 In addition to these trends, treaties such as NAFTA have lowered barriers to the mobility of 
capital (Green 2006) and labor among countries in North America, which has encouraged U.S. textile and 
furniture manufacturers to move their production sites to lower-cost areas in Mexico (Kalleberg 2007).  
Outsourcing also has enabled industries to employ workers for lower wages and for longer hours of work, 
since many countries have lower or no minimum wage requirements and lack government sponsored 
worker protection programs typically found in the United States (Catanzarite and Aguilera 2002; 
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Kalleberg 2007).  Moreover, many of these industries have benefited financially from less restrictive 
environmental laws and protections than are found in the United States.  
 Unlike trends in manufacturing, agriculture, and especially meatpacking, experienced a rebirth 
and began the process of industrialization around 1970.  Meatpacking processing plants moved from the 
mid-West to the Southeast, and from 1972 to 1997, North Carolina, Arkansas, and Georgia experienced 
the largest gains in meatpacking processing plants (Warren and Isserman 2006).  Impetus for moving 
livestock processing plants to the Southeast partly has been based on profitability and weak 
environmental regulations.  According to Drabenstott (1995), hog production moved from Iowa to North 
Carolina, because of weak economic ties to the local community, and the ability to garner high exportable 
profits.  Furthermore, in the late 1990s, as a result of weaker environmental regulations, the Southeast 
became a more attractive location for the development of megaplants, large-scale feedlots employing 
1,000 or more workers (Benjamin 1997).  In addition, as meatpacking processing plants have relocated, 
they have moved into more rural areas of the Southeast.  According to Warren and Isserman (2006), while 
meat processing has remained both a metropolitan and non-metropolitan activity, there has been gradual 
movement toward non-metropolitan counties, such that employment in the industry has become equally 
divided between metropolitan and non-metropolitan counties. 
 As meatpacking continued to grow, consolidation and monopolization took place within the 
industry, as a result of product demand, technical change in production, and trade factors (Morrison Paul 
1999).  Accordingly, there has been an increase in the number of workers employed in meatpacking.  
Animal slaughtering and processing plants employ more workers than any other food manufacturing 
industry, with megaplants providing a very large and fairly stable portion of meat processing employment 
(Warren and Isserman 2006).  Overall, as the meatpacking industry has vertically integrated and relocated 
to rural, non-union areas throughout the South, it has grown increasingly dependent on short-term low-
skilled employees (Champlin and Hake 2006). 
 Concurrent with de-industrialization and outsourcing of manufacturing and industrialization of 
agriculture, the overall immigrant population has increased steadily in the United States over the past 50 
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years.  This trend can be attributed partly to changes in U.S. immigration policy over this time period.  
Prior to 1965, immigration was guided by the national-origins quota system, which limited the number of 
immigrants per country admitted into the United States.  However, in 1965, Congress enacted the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, which substantially increased the number of immigrants admitted to the 
U.S.  Over the next 20 years, the growth of the immigrant population spurred increasing concerns that too 
many immigrants were entering the United States.  As a result of charges that illegal aliens were 
overrunning the country, Congress enacted the 1986 Immigration Reform and Control Act (IRCA), which 
gave amnesty to 3 million illegal aliens and introduced a system of employer sanctions designed to stem 
the flow of additional illegal workers (Borjas 1994). 
 Following these economic and political changes, the immigrant population within the United 
States increased substantially.  While 4.8% of the U.S. population was foreign born in 1970, 15 million 
immigrants were added over the next 25 years.  By 1996, immigrants accounted for 9.3% of the 
population (Morris and Western 1999), and by 2002, the immigrant population represented roughly 11.5 
percent of the U.S. population (McClain et al. 2006).  Latin Americans, especially Mexicans, represent 
the largest portion of the immigrant population in the United States, such that they have become the 
nation’s largest minority group (Schmidley 2003; Lichter and Johnson 2006).  Between 1980 and 1990 
there was a 54 percent increase in the number of Latinos in the United States.  In 1990, the Latino 
population comprised approximately 9.0% of the U.S. population (U.S. Census Bureau 2000a) and 
approximately 12.54% of the population in 2000 within the United States (U.S. Census Bureau 2006a).  
In addition, by 2001, the census noted that Latinos comprised 13 percent of the population, while native 
blacks comprised only 12 percent (Bonilla-Silva 2004).  Half of the increase in the Latino population can 
be attributed to births, while the other half is due solely to immigration (Gonzalez-Baker 1996; Shumway 
and Cooke 1998).  Furthermore, the U.S. Census Bureau projects that by 2060 non-Hispanic whites will 
comprise 50.1% of the population, while Latinos will comprise 25% of the population (McClain et al. 
2006).   
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 Since the mid-1980s, the country’s metropolitan areas (MAs) grew by 22.5% and their total 
Latino population increased by 146.1% (Johnston, Poulsen, and Forrest 2006).  Even though the Latino 
population continues to increase in MAs, non-metropolitan and rural areas are no longer insulated from 
this immigrant population.  A growing number of Latinos have relocated to rural areas or moved directly 
into America’s less densely settled regions in the South and Midwest (Kandel and Cromartie 2004; Saenz 
and Torres 2003; Lichter and Johnson 2006).  Lichter and Johnson (2006) find evidence that immigrants 
who arrived in the past five years are bypassing traditional gateway cities and regions for more 
geographically dispersed locations found in North Carolina, Alabama, and Georgia (McClain et al. 2006; 
Lichter and Johnson 2006) to work in construction, meatpacking, food processing plants, agriculture, and 
manufacturing (Baker and Hotek 2003; Donato, Stainback, and Bankston 2005; Shumway and Cooke 
1998; Lichter and Johnson 2006).   
 With respect to trends in employment within the United States, the most dramatic increase in the 
size of the U.S. labor force is among Latinos.  The number of Latino workers increased from less than 6 
percent in 1980 to nearly 11 percent in 2000, and they are projected to constitute nearly a quarter of the 
labor force by 2050 (Kalleberg 2007).  Many of these immigrants come from economically disadvantaged 
countries, and they possess less education and fewer skills than native workers in the United States (Card 
2005).  A disproportionate number of Latino immigrants are high-school dropouts (Borjas, Freeman, and 
Katz 1996), and among the most recent cohorts, high school completion among foreign-born Latinos lags 
far behind other immigrant groups.  This pattern reflects the in-migration of young adults from Mexico 
and Central America where the absence of secondary schools and the shortage of jobs propel teenagers to 
come to the U.S. to fill low-skill jobs that are now available in great numbers (Farley 1997; Card and 
DiNardo 2000). 
Case Selection  
 These economic and migratory trends are occurring in North Carolina as well.  With respect to 
employment opportunities, manufacturing has been a significant part of North Carolina’s economy for 
decades, employing generations of blue collar workers.  Many of these blue collar workers have been 
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employed in the textile manufacturing industry, but this is a declining industry within the state, partially 
as a result of de-industrialization and outsourcing.   
 Based on statistics of annual average employment, the North Carolina Employment Security 
Commission (NCESC) reported that in 1990 there were approximately 286,000 workers employed in the 
textile industry (Employment Security Commission of North Carolina 2008a)1
 Meatpacking, unlike textiles, is a growing industry within North Carolina.  The NCESC reported 
that in 1990 there were approximately 25,000 workers employed in meatpacking (Employment Security 
while in 2000 there were 
only 176,000 employees in this industry (Employment Security Commission of North Carolina 2008b).  
This represents a decline of almost 100,000 (40%) employed workers in this industry.   
 Some job loss in this industry can be attributed to de-industrialization, outsourcing, and up-
skilling.  For example, the transition from an industrial to a post-industrial economy has reduced the 
demand for low-skilled workers in manufacturing industries, while simultaneously increasing the demand 
for high-skilled workers in various service industries.  Also, skill levels required by jobs in the textile 
manufacturing industry in North Carolina have changed due to business decisions (Fernandez 2001) to 
move production offshore to reduce labor costs.  For instance, some jobs loss can be attributed to the 
inclusion of advanced technology and automation in the production process.  In order to operate new 
machinery, production requires fewer, but higher-skilled workers.  As a result of these changes, former 
blue collar textile and furniture workers are under-qualified for jobs that are now available in these 
industries.  Consequently, these workers are unable to find jobs that suit their needs (Kalleberg 2007), 
because their skills are not transferable to these high-skilled jobs.  Although these trends occur in North 
Carolina, there is a dearth of explicit information on the dynamics and impact of outsourcing and up-
skilling within the state.  This scarcity of information is an additional impetus for studying the 
relationship between the influx of Latino immigrants and the occupational patterns and relative status of 
native blacks in declining manufacturing industries. 
                                                 
1 This includes employees in fiber yarn and thread mills, fabric mills, textile and fabric finishing mills, textile furnishings mills, 
other textile product mills, apparel knitting mills, cut and sew apparel manufacturing, and accessories and other apparel 
manufacturing. 
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Commission of North Carolina 2008a)2
 No longer composed mainly of migrant workers who come and go with the "picking" seasons, the 
Latino population in North Carolina, like in the Southwest, is represented in most industrial sectors, but 
tends to be concentrated in lower-paid, less-skilled jobs (Catanzarite 2002).  According to Cantanzarite 
(2002), on the national level, Latinos are far less likely than non-Latinos to be employed in management 
or professional occupations, and they are more likely to be employed in farming, construction, 
production, or transportation occupations.   
, and in 2000 the industry had grown to employ approximately 
31,000 workers (Employment Security Commission of North Carolina 2008b).  This represents an 
increase of almost 6,000 (24%) employed workers in this industry.   
 Increased employment within meatpacking can be attributed to the movement of meatpacking 
processing plants to non-metropolitan counties in North Carolina, the growth of megaplants, and the 
demand for low-skilled employees.  The rural Southeastern portion of North Carolina has experienced the 
largest gains in meatpacking processing plants since the 1980s (Warren and Isserman 2006), with 
megaplants making up a significant portion of these processing facilities.  Moreover, since megaplants 
necessitate the employment of a large number of workers, there had been a growing demand for low-
skilled workers willing to work within this industry (Champlin and Hake 2006). 
 With respect to the increasing immigrant Latino population, the Southwest is most commonly 
associated with a large proportion of Latino immigrants.  However, North Carolina has one of the fastest 
growing Latino populations in the United States (U.S. Census Bureau 2001; Suro and Singer 2002; 
McClain et al. 2006).  The Census reported that Latinos comprised approximately 1.14% of North 
Carolina’s population in 1990 (U.S. Census Bureau 1990) and 4.54% in 2000 (U.S. Census Bureau 
2000b).  In addition, Latinos comprised more than 1% of the population in Durham, NC in 1990, and by 
2000, Latinos accounted for 8.6% of the population (McClain et al. 2006).  Overall, these trends indicate 
that the growing Latino population is likely to rival North Carolina’s African American population who 
comprised approximately 21.72% of the total population in 1990 and only 20.82% in 2000.   
                                                 
2 This includes workers employed in animal slaughtering and processing facilities. 
 9 
 
 
 Competition can arise when there is a surplus of workers for a limited number of jobs.  The 
increase in the blue collar Latino population has coincided with a reduction in the number of blue collar 
jobs within manufacturing industries and an increase in the number of blue collar jobs within the 
meatpacking industry, where blue collar blacks have traditionally been employed.  This phenomenon 
could set the stage for competition between blue collar blacks and Latinos who seek employment in the 
remaining blue collar positions within the textile manufacturing industry and the growing number of blue 
collar positions within the meatpacking industry in North Carolina.   
The Economic Impact of Low-Skilled Immigrants 
The empirical literature analyzing the economic impact of immigration typically centers on the 
issue of whether or not immigrants adversely affect the employment opportunities of native workers in 
the U.S. (Borjas 1994; Friedberg and Hunt 1995; Fairlie and Meyer 2003).  Some studies find that 
immigration has no impact on the employment opportunities of native workers. Previous work examining 
local labor market impacts of immigration find a weak relationship between immigration and less-skilled 
native outcomes (Friedberg and Hunt 1995; Borjas 1994).  In addition, some area studies have found that 
immigration has only a slight effect on native outcomes (Borjas 1994) such that native employment does 
not differ much between gateway areas that receive immigrants and other parts of the country (Borjas et 
al. 1996).  Castles and Kosack (1973) find that increased competition from immigrants in the labor market 
does not result in negative outcomes for native workers.  In addition, DeFreitas (1991) reports that recent 
immigration does not exert downward pressures on employment of U.S. natives.  These findings are also 
consistent with the “natural experiment” provided by Miami’s experience following the 1980 Mariel 
Boatlift, which indicated that, despite a rapid increase in low-skilled Cuban workers, there was no 
noticeable effect on the labor market opportunities of less-skilled natives (Card 1990; Card and DiNardo 
2000). 
 While some studies find that immigration does not affect the employment opportunities of native 
workers, other studies do not support these results.  Research has uncovered instances where an increase 
in the supply of immigrants significantly and adversely affected employment opportunities of natives 
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(Abowd and Freeman 1991; Altonji and Card 1991; Borjas 1990; Borjas and Freeman 1992; Wright et al. 
1997). Borjas, Freeman, and Katz (1997) report that between 1980 and 1990, immigration increased the 
labor supply of working men by 11%, which reduced the labor supply of competing native male workers 
and worsened the relative economic status of native workers (Borjas 2003).  In addition, in 1980, the 
immigration of high school dropouts in California affected the labor market opportunities faced by native 
workers with approximately 15 years of experience (Borjas 2006).  Also, Card (2005) reports that the 
relative supply impacts of immigration has a large effect on local labor markets.  For instance, Stoll, 
Melendez and Valenzuela Jr. (2002) find that immigration has negative effects on native blacks in blue 
collar occupations.  Their results are consistent with the notion that immigrants displace low-skilled 
natives (Altonji and Card 1991; Borjas et al. 1996) and black natives (Muller and Espenshade 1985; 
Winegarden and Khor 1991; Ong and Valenzuela 1996; Stoll et al. 2002).  Based on these studies it 
appears that labor market competition from immigrants is most intense for natives with the lowest levels 
of education.  For this reason, most studies of immigrant competition have focused on the impact on very 
low-skilled natives.  
 Some researchers argue that even if immigrants have the potential to displace native workers, 
native workers might respond to the influx of immigrants by dropping out of the labor force, becoming 
self-employed, changing occupations (Federman, Harrington, and Krynski 2006), or physically relocating 
(Pedace 2006).  However, evidence of native-born adjustments in labor supply and mobility to immigrant 
inflows is mixed.  Filer (1992), Frey (1995; 1996) and Borjas et al. (1996; 1997) report a negative 
correlation between immigration and native out-migration across metropolitan areas (Card and DiNardo 
2000), while, Wright et al. (1997) and Butcher and Card (1991) conclude that native outflows from large 
metropolitan areas are unrelated to immigrant inflows.  
 Overall, the literature suggests that we still do not fully understand how immigrants affect the 
employment opportunities of natives in local labor markets; nor do we fully understand the process 
through which natives workers respond to these changes in the local labor market.  This research will 
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address the gap in the literature on the effects of Latino employment on the labor market outcomes of 
black and white blue collar workers.  
Theoretical Perspectives 
Several theories and hypotheses have been proposed that are most often drawn upon to provide 
useful explanations of the employment patterns of racial-ethnic groups within blue collar occupations.  
Debates on the underlying causes of racial-ethnic placement of blue collar workers in the labor market 
center on a few broad explanations: supply and demand, crowding, substitution/displacement, and 
overflow/queuing. 
 Supply and Demand  
 The standard textbook model of supply and demand implies that an increase in the supply of 
immigrants will reduce the number of natives employed.  Johnson (1980) demonstrates that more 
displacement occurs as the native labor supply becomes more elastic and demand becomes less elastic.  If 
demand and supply for labor are not perfectly elastic, then the increase in the labor force, due to 
immigration, will lead to an ambiguous effect on employment in the labor market (Borjas 1994).  The 
effect of increased supply on natives’ employment can be negative or positive given the elasticity of 
supply and demand.  While empirical research has generally shown that the estimated effect of 
immigrants in the labor market follows the standard textbook model, the estimated effects of immigrants 
on natives’ employment have been negative, but small (Bean, Lowell, and Taylor 1988; Card 1990, 
Altonji and Card 1991; LaLonde and Topel 1991; Borjas 1994; Borjas et al. 1996; Reimers 1998; 
Friedberg and Hunt 1995; Smith and Edmonston 1997; Borjas 2003; Stoll et al. 2002). 
 Economists expect that native workers in direct competition with immigrants will adjust their 
labor supply but that natives may or may not physically move from one area to another.  Since 
immigration and native labor supply in a given labor market segment are expected to be negatively 
correlated, empirical estimates of the impact of immigration are likely to be understated if any of these 
movements are ignored.  Heckman’s (1993) empirical work shows that labor force participation decisions 
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are largely affected by wages.  If labor force participation decisions are elastic with respect to wages, then 
native workers may drop out of the labor force in response to increased immigration and subsequently 
lower wages.  Labor market movements out of the secondary sector should be negatively correlated with 
increases in immigration.  If wages in the secondary sector fall as a result of immigration, then workers 
will be attracted to relatively higher wages in the primary sector.  This may be followed by an increased 
movement into the primary sector by those secondary sector workers who are most mobile.  Other 
workers, who are not attracted by the relatively higher rewards in the primary sector or cannot find 
employment in that sector, may opt for self-employment or simply drop out of the labor force (Pedace 
2006). 
 Crowding   
 Bergmann’s (1974) crowding hypothesis is not so much a theory of discrimination as it is an 
outcome through which discrimination is manifested, and in turn affects labor force composition.  
According to Hirsh and Schumacher (1992) crowding models of the labor market have been applied most 
often as an explanation for occupational differences in employment.  When applied to race, the crowding 
model emphasizes historical and discriminatory forces that have limited the mobility of minority workers 
into some job markets, while crowding them into others (Higgs 1977; Whatley 1990).   
 Throughout the United States, racial minorities are more likely than non-minorities to work with 
other racial minorities (Bayard, Hallerstein, Neumark, and Troske 1999), regardless of skill-level 
(Browne and Misra 2003).  Tomaskovic-Devey (1993a, b) finds that even though African Americans 
comprise 22% of the labor force, they represent 36% of service workers and only eight percent of 
managers.  Also, compared to whites, they tend to be employed in occupational-industry-regional niches 
with a higher concentration of African Americans (Huffman and Cohen 2004; Hirsch and Shumacher 
1992; Mason 1999; Baron and Newman 1990; Tomaskovic-Devey 1993a, b; Maume Jr. 1999).  On the 
national-level, African Americans work in jobs that are roughly 57% African American, and Latinos work 
in job cells that are roughly 60% Latino, but blacks rarely work in job cells that are over two percent 
Latino (Bayard et al. 1999).  Building on this trend, McCall (2001a, b) asserts that immigrants work in 
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immigrant-dominated segments of the labor market, competing with other immigrants.  Alternately, 
Kirschenman and Neckerman (1991) and Cantanzarite (2002) argue that racially segmented labor markets 
arise when employers express preferences for immigrant workers over African American workers causing 
African Americans to express a sense of competition with immigrants over job opportunities.   
 In sum, the crowding hypothesis suggests that when workers do not have as much choice about 
where to work, the historical and discriminatory forces that have crowded them into particular job 
markets also have caused their wages to be lower.  Hirsch and Schumacher (1992) found that crowding 
caused an increase in the supply of workers, but depressed wages for white and black workers in crowded 
job markets open to blacks. 
 Substitution/Displacement 
 The balkanization hypothesis says that new immigrants are displacing native-born workers (Frey 
1995; 1996).  White and Liang (1998) call this a substitution (or displacement) effect, whereby the labor 
of foreign-born workers is substituted for the labor of native born workers (Lichter and Johnson 2006).  
The intensity of competition between native and immigrant workers is not only a function of the size of 
immigrant flows, but also it depends on the ability of immigrants to enter occupations that are compatible 
with their skills and the extent to which those jobs are occupied by natives.  If immigrants and natives are 
highly substitutable in a particular labor market, then an influx of immigrants into such a labor market is 
likely to cause a decline in native employment.  Conversely, if immigrant workers are unable to enter 
particular labor markets or if they do not have the skills to be competitive, then the employment of natives 
in that labor market should not be affected by immigration.  Some studies have found ambiguous effects 
of immigration on low-skilled blacks, who are presumably the most substitutable for recent immigrants 
(Borjas 1994; Pedace 2006), while others report that the response of native labor to immigrant arrivals 
tends to occur among relatively unskilled natives (Filer 1992; Wright et al. 1996).  For example, White 
and Hunter (1993) and Stoll et al. (2002) report that the employment opportunities of native, black, blue-
collar workers is negatively impacted by the increase in Latino immigration, such that Latinos are more 
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likely to be substitutes for blacks in blue collar occupations when these minority groups are in direct 
competition for jobs.   
 Overflow/Queuing 
 The queuing or “overflow” hypothesis (Frisbie and Neidert 1977; Glenn 1964; Semyonov, Hoyt, 
and Scott 1984) originated in the work of Thurow (1975) and Lieberson (1980), and it is a modification of 
Blalock’s “competition” or “visibility-discrimination” argument, which contends that high levels of 
minority population concentration can have positive effects on minority-majority inequality.  Queuing 
models predict a negative relationship between racial segregation and the proportion of racial minorities 
in a local area (Fossett and Seibert 1997; Lieberson 1980), such that, at a given level of discrimination, if 
there are more minorities in a particular area than there are racially typed jobs for them to occupy, some 
minorities will “overflow” and be pushed upward into more desirable, racially mixed jobs (Huffman and 
Cohen 2004).   
Hypotheses 
The following portion of the paper will outline specific hypotheses that will be considered in the 
descriptive discussion of trends and patterns that have emerged over time within textile and meatpacking 
industries.  With respect to the theory of supply and demand, I anticipate that as the Latino population 
increased in North Carolina from 1980 to 2000, more Latinos were employed in blue collar occupations 
(craft workers, operatives, and laborers) within both industries.   
In regard to the crowding hypothesis, I anticipate that as the Latino population increased, more 
Latinos were employed in (crowded into) the lowest of the blue collar occupations (laborers) while blacks 
were employed in the highest of the blue collar occupations (craft workers) within textile and 
meatpacking industries. 
With respect to the balkanization hypothesis, I anticipate that blue collar Latinos and blacks 
employed in the textile and meatpacking industries are characteristically similar and are able to serve as 
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substitutes for one another, such that as the Latino population increased, Latinos were substituted for 
black workers in blue collar occupations within these industries. 
Finally, in regard to the overflow or queuing hypothesis, I anticipate that in 1980 Latinos were 
employed in the lowest of the blue collar occupations (laborers) in textile and meatpacking industries, but 
as the size of the Latino population increased and the number of jobs available increased in meatpacking 
and declined in textiles, more Latinos became employed in the higher of the blue collar occupations 
(operatives and craft workers) by 2000. 
Since I will not be able to formally test these hypotheses with the available data, I will determine 
if these trends and patterns are more consistent with one or another of these predictions given that the 
literature suggests that several of these hypotheses could be operating at same time.
   
 
CHAPTER 2 
 
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODS 
 
Data Source 
 The combined 1% and 5% PUMS sample of the 1980, 1990 and 2000 Census will be used for 
this paper.  The Census is administered on April 1st of each decade; it counts the U.S. resident population3
Data Preparation 
  
excluding the military and people residing in institutions, primarily nursing homes, prisons and jails, 
mental hospitals, and juvenile facilities (U.S. Census Bureau 2006c).  The Census Bureau conducted the 
1980 and 1990 Census using three basic census methodologies: “mailout/ mailback, enumerator delivery/ 
mailback, and mailout with a door-to-door canvass” (U.S. Census Bureau 2002b).  For the 2000 Census, 
the questionnaire Mailout/mailback system was the primary means of census collection (U.S. Census 
Bureau 2003).  The national final response rate was 75% for the 1980 Census (U.S. Census Bureau 2003), 
65% for the 1990 Census, and  67% for the 2000 Census (U.S. Census Bureau 2004) and the overall 
response rate for North Carolina was 63% in 1990 and 64% in 2000.  The Census did not calculate a 
response rate for North Carolina in 1980 (U.S. Census Bureau 2002a).  Overall, given the coverage of and 
the representativeness of residents within the United States, the Census is an optimal dataset to use to 
determine state-level population estimates. 
 First, I obtained the combined the 1% and 5% IPUMS samples of the 1980, 1990, and 2000 
Census, which included only individuals in the state of North Carolina, only textile manufacturing and 
meat-packing4
                                                 
3 The Census Bureau defines a resident as a person who "usually resides" in a specific geographic area within the United States 
(U.S. Census Bureau 2000c). This includes all 50 states and the District of Columbia. 
 
4 Variable ind1990 was restricted to include the following: 100 - meat products, 132 – knitting mills, 140 – dyeing and finishing 
textiles, except wool and knit goods, 141 – carpets and rugs, 142 – yarn, threat, and fabric mills, 150 – miscellaneous textile mill 
products, 151 – apparel and accessories, except knit, and 152 – miscellaneous fabricated textile products.  
 industries, and based on the variable group quarters, only households under the 1970 
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definition, additional households under the 1990 definition, and additional households under the 2000 
definition.  Since the Census restricts these data to include individuals aged 16 and older, an upper-age 
bound will not be established; thus, workers of all ages will be included in these data, since my aim is to 
obtain the most detailed description of employed individuals. Before additional restrictions were made, 
the original combined sample size for all three decades was 67,164 cases.   
Next, for the question worked last year, responses for no (N=7,626) were removed from analysis 
in order to include only people who had worked at all for profit, pay, or as an unpaid family worker 
during the previous year.  For the question, usual hours of work, responses of less than 35 hours per week 
(N=4,717) were removed from analysis in order to restrict these data to include only full-time workers5
After eliminating individuals possessing the characteristics described above, the combined 
sample size for all three decades was 43,246 cases
.  
These data were not restricted to include only year-round workers, because a substantial portion of 
workers in the meatpacking industry are employed seasonally and would not be captured in these data if 
such a restriction was made. Also, for the question, class of worker, responses for self-employed (N=427) 
were removed from analysis.  In addition, for the question, previous yearly earnings, responses of $0.00 
(N=78) were removed from analysis to ensure that all individuals in the dataset earned a wage within the 
previous year.  Moreover, these data were restricted to exclude extreme wage earners earning less than 
$1.00 per hour (N=242) or more than $100.00 per hour (N=182).  Next, for the question, occupational 
category, individuals classified as anything other than craft workers, operatives, and laborers (N=10,595) 
were removed from analysis to ensure that these data would contain only blue collar workers. 
6
                                                 
5 It is assumed that part-time workers may differ significantly from full-time workers, not only with respect to wages, but to other 
pertinent characteristics. 
 
6 Decennial samples were 18,038 cases in 1980, 15,593 cases in 1990, and 9,615 cases in 2000. 
. 
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Measurement of Variables 
There are several key variables that will be used for descriptive analyses.  Variables have been 
selected on the basis of their ability to provide fodder for a theoretically descriptive discussion of average 
racial-ethnic blue collar workers.  
 First, the Census asked respondents to report their racial background.  Responses for the nominal 
level variable were coded as white, black, American Indian/Alaska native, Asian and/or Pacific Islander, 
and other race, non-Hispanic.   Next, respondents were asked to report their Hispanic origin.  Responses 
for the nominal level variable were coded as not Hispanic, Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, and other.  A 
combined nominal level racial-ethnic variable was created and recoded with Hispanic7, white, black, 
Asian, and other8
Next, the Census asked respondents to report their occupation, which were coded by IPUMS 
(Ruggles, Sobek, Alexander, et al. 2008), into over 400 general occupational categories.   Responses for 
production helpers = 873 and untitled = 874 were combined, due to a data-entry error on the part of 
IPUMS, in which 873 and 874 should be coded as production helpers = 874.  Further, since individuals 
working in occupations other than craft work, operatives, and laborers had already been removed from the 
dataset, the remaining occupational categories were collapsed, and this nominal level variable was 
recoded with craft workers, operatives, and laborers
. 
9.  In addition, in order to generate descriptive 
statistics about all blue collar workers in these data, categories for the previous variable were collapsed 
and recoded10
Moreover, the Census asked respondents to report their U.S. citizenship status.  Responses for 
this ordinal level variable were coded as not-applicable/U.S. citizen, born abroad of American parents, 
. 
                                                 
7 Respondents reporting Hispanic origin as Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, or Other and race as white, black, American 
Indian/Alaska native, Asian and/or Pacific Islander, or other race, non-Hispanic were recoded as Hispanic. 
 
8 Respondents reporting race as American Indian/Alaska native and other race, non-Hispanic were recoded as other. 
 
9 Craft workers encompass occ1990 codes 503-699, operatives encompass occ1990 codes 703-864, and laborers encompass 
occ1990 codes 865-890. 
 
10 Respondents categorized as craft workers, operatives, and laborers.  
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naturalized citizen, and not a citizen.  Categories were collapsed and the variable was recoded as a 
dummy variable with U.S. citizen or non-U.S. citizen11
 Respondents also were asked to report their income from the previous year.  To account for 
inflation of the U.S. dollar, values were adjusted using the CPI Inflation Calculator (U.S. Department of 
Labor 2008). Income reported in 1980 was multiplied by 2.2948 and income reported in 1990 was 
.  Also, the Census asked respondents to report 
their sex.  Responses for this nominal level variable were coded as male and female.  Categories were 
assigned new numeric values and the variable was recoded as a dummy variable with female and male.  
Respondents were also asked to report their marital status.  Responses for the nominal level 
variable were coded as married, spouse present, married, spouse absent, separated, divorced, widowed, 
and never married/single.  Dummy variables were created for each marital status category and the 
variables were renamed and recoded. 
In addition, the Census asked respondents to report their level of English proficiency.  Responses 
for this ordinal level variable were coded as does not speak English, yes, speaks only English, yes, speaks 
very well, yes, speaks well, and yes, but not well.  Dummy variables were created for each English 
proficiency category and the variables were renamed and recoded.  Moreover, the Census asked 
respondents to report whether or not they were currently attending school.  Responses for this nominal 
level variable were coded as no, not in school and yes, in school.  Categories were assigned new numeric 
values and the variable was recoded as a dummy variable with no, not in school and yes, in school.  
Respondents also were asked to report their level of educational attainment.  Responses for this ordinal 
level variable were coded as none or preschool, grade 1, 2, 3, or 4, grade 5, 6, 7, or 8, grade 9, grade 10, 
grade 11, grade 12, 1 to 3 years of college, and 4+ years of college.  Dummy variables were created for 
each educational attainment category and the variables were renamed and recoded. 
                                                 
11 Respondents reporting their citizenship status as not-applicable/U.S. citizen were recoded as U.S. citizen, and respondents 
reporting their citizenship status as born abroad of American parents, naturalized citizen, and not a citizen were recoded as non-
U.S. citizens. 
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multiplied by 1.3435 to ensure wage comparability with incomes reported in 200012
Analytic Techniques 
.  Lastly, a variable 
for hourly wages was created in which decennial wages were divided by the number of weeks worked per 
year multiplied by the number of hours worked per week.   
 Finally, the Census asked respondents to report the number of their own family members residing 
in their household, the number of their own children residing in their household, the number of their own 
children under the age of 5 years residing in their household, their age, the number of weeks they worked 
in the previous year, the number of usual hours worked per week, and their poverty status.  Numeric 
responses for these interval-ratio level variables were left unaltered.  
 I will investigate the original hypotheses proposed by providing a theoretically descriptive 
discussion about trends and patterns that have emerged over time.  Descriptive statistics will indicate the 
change in Latino citizenship, changes in the number of workers employed within each industry over time, 
and the existence of a wage hierarchy in meatpacking and textiles industries.  For both industries, 
descriptive statistics provide frequencies for variables describing the characteristics of “average” racial-
ethnic workers, “average” blue collar workers by race-ethnicity, and “average” racial-ethnic workers 
within narrow occupational categories13
 
. Finally, probability weights were not used to adjust for the 
likelihood of a non-representative sample.  In general, because these data represent 6% of the population 
in North Carolina, 100 workers in a given category implies that there are approximately 1,600 such 
workers in the total population.  
 
                                                 
12 Income reported in 1980 was based on 1979 earnings, income reported in 1990 was based on 1989 earnings, and income 
reported in 2000 was based on 1999 earnings. 
 
13 Results for “average” workers are based on mean values or percentage, while results for narrow occupational 
categories are based on median values or percentages. 
   
 
CHAPTER 3 
 
RESULTS 
 
Blue collar Latino employment in meatpacking and textiles industries has increased 
substantially since 1980, from less than 1% of the total to more than 10% (See Table 1). Furthermore, 
as Latinos have penetrated these industries there was also a distinct change in U.S. citizenship status 
among blue collar Latinos, with the majority of Latinos being U.S. citizen in 1980 and the majority 
being non-U.S. citizen by 2000. Thus, increased immigrant Latino employment has noticeably altered 
the racial-ethnic composition of these industries and increased the concentration of foreign-born 
workers.  
The Meatpacking Industry   
As the size of the Latino population increased in North Carolina from 1980 to 2000, the 
number of blue collar workers employed within the meatpacking sample doubled (See Table 2).  Out 
of these decennial samples, less than 1% was blue collar Latinos in 1980 versus over 30% in 2000 
(See Table 3).  With respect to citizenship status, 25% of Latino meatpacking workers were non-U.S. 
citizens in 1980 compared to over 90% in 2000.  Simultaneously, as Latinos began gaining 
employment in the meatpacking industry, white workers steadily declined from 53% in 1980 to only 
23% in 2000.  Conversely, black workers remained constant at 44% in 1980 and 2000, despite 
markedly increasing to 62% in 1990.   
Based on numerical changes alone, it is apparent that whites were the predominant racial-
ethnic group employed in meatpacking in 1980.  However by 1990, blacks overtook whites to become 
the predominant racial-ethnic group.  Lastly, by 2000, Latinos overtook whites to become the second 
largest racial-ethnic group employed in this industry.  These changes in racial-ethnic employment 
could merely be a result of the increased supply of Latinos available to work in this industry.  
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Alternately, Latinos could be serving as substitutes for whites who have exited this industry.  Thus, in 
order to better interpret the changes that have occurred in meatpacking, it is necessary to incorporate 
occupational skill-level into this analysis.     
Changes in the Composition of Blue Collar Occupations within Meatpacking   
Employment in blue collar occupations within meatpacking has steadily increased for craft 
workers and operatives, but has declined overall for laborers.  However, with respect to race-
ethnicity, patterns of employment differ by occupational skill-level.  Latino craft workers have 
dramatically increased from less than 1% in 1980 to over 30% in 2000.  Black craft workers have 
increased slightly from 38% in 1980 to 40% in 2000, while white craft workers have markedly 
declined from 59% in 1980 to only 26% in 2000.  Among the sample of operatives, Latinos have 
noticeably increased from less than 1% in 1980 to 28% in 2000.  Conversely, blacks have decreased 
slightly from 50% in 1980 to 48% in 2000.  Whites also experienced declines from 48% in 1980 to 
21% in 2000.  Finally with respect to laborers, Latinos have remarkably increased from less than 1% 
in 1980 to 39% in 2000.  Black laborers have increased slightly from 43% in 1980 to 45% in 2000.  
However, white laborers have declined dramatically from 52% in 1980 to only 15% in 2000. 
These results indicate that among craft workers and laborers, whites were the predominant 
racial-ethnic group in 1980.  In 1990, blacks surpassed whites and became the predominant group 
employed, and by 2000, Latinos had overtaken whites to become the second largest racial-ethnic 
group among craft workers and laborers. With respect to operatives, blacks have remained the 
predominant group employed since 1980, while Latinos surpassed whites to become the second 
largest group by 2000.  Overall, the sample size of craft workers and operatives has increased since 
1980, but has declined for laborers. Despite these trends, Latinos have dramatically increased their 
presence within all three of these skill-levels, which could simply be a by-product of the increased 
supply of Latinos within this industry.  However, given that Latinos have overtaken whites as the 
second largest racial-ethnic group within these occupational categories, it seems more likely that 
Latinos may be serving as substitutes for exiting white workers, especially since proportional 
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representation of blacks has remained virtually unchanged.   Finally these patterns provide mixed 
support for crowding and queuing.  Since laborers have experienced marked declines among whites, 
slight growth among blacks, and dramatic growth among Latinos, it is difficult to determine whether 
Latinos are being crowded into this shrinking occupation, given the proportional increase among 
blacks.  Furthermore, it is difficult to interpret whether increased Latino presence among craft 
workers and operatives is the result of a queuing process, such that Latinos are over-flowing and are 
being pushed upward into these occupations, since crowding does not appear to be a definitive 
interpretation for increased Latino presence among laborers on this level of analysis.  Overall, it 
appears that the substitution argument provides the strongest support for these patterns.  
Wage Hierarchies within the Meatpacking Industry by Skill-level 
With respect to the distribution of wages within the meatpacking industry, patterns indicate 
that a wage hierarchy does exist across occupational categories for workers employed in blue collar 
occupations.  The existence of such a wage hierarchy provides additional fodder for a theoretically 
descriptive discussion of changes within this industry over time.  A wage hierarchy has persisted 
since 1980, with craft workers earning more per hour than operatives, who in turn earn more per hour 
than laborers (See Table 4).  As the number of workers employed in this industry increased from 
1980 to 1990, there was a noticeable decline in hourly wages for craft workers and operatives, 
coupled with a narrowing of the wage gap between occupational levels.  Moreover, from 1990 to 
2000, the wages of craft workers and operatives increased as their numbers grew, while the wages of 
laborers remained approximately the same as their numbers shrank.  Overall, between 1980 and 2000, 
as the sample of craft workers and operatives in meatpacking increased, both groups experienced 
median wage deterioration, which could be attributed to the availability of positions and/or workers 
within these skill-levels, making the surplus of positions less monetarily rewarding.  Conversely, as 
the sample of laborers declined from 1980 to 2000, median hourly wages for these workers decreased 
slightly but remained virtually equivalent.  Wage consistency for laborers is an interesting result, 
given that in the standard model of supply and demand, a decreased supply, or scarcity of positions, 
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should result in higher wages.  However, given that wages for laborers have remained virtually 
unchanged, this indicates that scarcity may not be benefiting these workers monetarily, but nor is it 
harming them.   
Moreover, this wage pattern could also be indicative of the growing mechanization of the 
meatpacking industry, coupled with growing firm size, such that jobs once held by laborers are now 
done by machines.   Alternately, these patterns might indicate changes in the kind of work done 
within occupational skill-levels in this industry.  
Wage Hierarchies within the Meatpacking Industry: Skill-level by Race-ethnicity 
Wages of blue collar workers within meatpacking differ by race-ethnicity.  From 1980 to 
2000, the wage hierarchy by skill-level for blue collar whites and blacks mimics the overall wage 
hierarchy by skill-level discussed previously, but this hierarchy is not consistent for blue collar 
Latinos.  For white workers, a wage hierarchy by skill-level has remained constant over the decades.  
Also, despite declining employment among whites, all skill-levels of white workers have experienced 
median wage inflation from 1980 to 2000.  Like whites, a wage hierarchy by skill-level has remained 
constant over these decades for black workers.  However, unlike whites, as their presence increased, 
black craft workers experienced wage deflation, while black laborers experienced wage inflation.  
From 1980 to 2000 black operatives experienced wage deflation, as their presence declined.  
Furthermore, unlike whites and blacks, a wage hierarchy existed for Latinos in 1990, but in 2000, 
Latino laborers earned more per hour than did Latino craft workers, despite their growing presence 
within all three skill-levels.  Finally, from 1990 to 2000, Latino craft workers experienced wage 
deflation, while Latino operatives and laborers experienced wage inflation. 
Overall, the growth of the workforce in meatpacking has been dominated by Latinos, the 
lowest paid racial-ethnic group.  Results indicate that Latinos do not appear to be driving down the 
wages for non-Latinos, but they do appear to be lowering costs for employers, which could indicate 
that employers are giving Latinos preference in hiring, thereby reducing the number of whites and 
blacks hired in this industry.  Though wage deterioration within this skill-level could be a result of the 
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increased supply of Latinos in the labor force in need of employment and willing to work for lower 
wages, wage deflation for Latino craft workers supports the argument that Latinos are experiencing a 
queuing process, whereby they are pushed upward into this more skilled occupational category 
despite earning wages lower than other racial-ethnic workers.  Also, this result provides mixed 
support for the argument that Latinos are serving as substitutes for non-Latino workers, since they are 
earning less per hour than non-Latino workers.  In contrast, wage inflation for Latino operatives and 
laborers is difficult to interpret, given that the total number of workers employed as operatives has 
increased but has declined for laborers, thus showing mixed support for the argument that wage 
inflation for Latino operatives and laborers is reflective of a process of supply and demand.  
However, given that employment among operatives is becoming more abundant but is becoming 
scarcer among laborers, employers could be offering Latinos higher wages as a way to draw them into 
these occupational categories, formerly occupied by blacks and white, and in turn, Latinos could be 
serving as substitutes for blacks and whites. In order to better interpret the changes that have taken 
place within meatpacking it is necessary to incorporate descriptive statistics into this analysis. 
“Average” Meatpacking Workers by Race-Ethnicity and Skill-Level 
The following section provides a detailed discussion of descriptive statistics14
 Work-related characteristics 
 about 
“average” racial-ethnic workers in the meatpacking industry.  This section also highlights key 
instances where “average” racial-ethnic workers by occupational skill-level differ from their 
respective groups as a whole.   In doing so, these results inform theoretical interpretations of changing 
patterns in racial-ethnic proportional representation within meatpacking, as well as within specific 
occupational skill-levels.  Furthermore, this analysis sets the stage for the latter detailed case analyses. 
From 1990 to 2000, Latinos worked slightly fewer weeks per year and slightly less hours per 
week than black or white workers (See Table 5).  With respect to Latino workers by occupational 
                                                 
14 Familial characteristics (family size, number of children, number of children under 5 years, marital status, and poverty 
status) are included in Tables 5 and 6.   
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skill-level, it appears that Latino craft workers experienced no change in hours worked per week, and 
Latino operatives worked more weeks per year than average Latinos (See Table 6).  Also, from 1980 
to 2000, whites worked the most weeks per year and the most hours per week.  In regard to white 
workers by skill-level, white operatives experienced no change in hours worked per week, compared 
to trends for average white workers in this industry.  Lastly, from 1980 to 2000, blacks worked 
slightly more weeks per year and more hours per week than Latinos.  With respect to black workers 
by skill-level, these patterns differ only for black craft workers who worked fewer weeks per year and 
experienced no change in hours worked per week.  
 Personal characteristics 
In regard to personal characteristics, from 1990 to 2000, Latinos experienced no change in 
age, remained predominately male despite increased female presence, became less fluent in English, 
and less educated.  In examining Latino’s by skill-level, it becomes apparent that Latino craft workers 
became younger over time, compared to average Latinos.  In addition, Latino operatives remained 
predominately male, with increased male presence, and surprisingly became more educated, unlike 
average Latinos in this industry.  Finally, Latino laborers became older.   From 1980 to 2000, white 
workers became older, remained predominately male, with increased male presence, and became 
more educated.  With respect to skill-level, contrary to trends for average white workers, white 
operatives remained predominately male, with increased female presence.  Moreover, white laborers 
experienced no change in age and shifted from being predominately female to predominately male.  
Black workers, from 1980 to 2000, became older, were equally represented by both genders, and 
became more educated.  Contrary to these patterns, black craft workers shifted from being mainly 
male to equally represented by both genders.  Furthermore, black operatives shifted from being 
mainly female to equally represented by both genders, and black laborers shifted from equal gender 
representation to being mainly male. 
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 Discussion of these characteristics 
Descriptive statistics about “average” racial-ethnic workers in meatpacking indicate that 
Latinos are characteristically dissimilar from both black and white workers in terms of work-related 
and personal characteristics.  Since average Latino workers are far less educated and less fluent in 
English, and given that these gaps have increased for Latinos, it does not appear that Latinos are 
acting as substitutes for white and black workers in this industry, unless alternate characteristics are 
more relevant to employer hiring decisions.  Moreover, these descriptive statistics neither support nor 
refute the argument that increased Latino presence within this industry is a by-product of the 
increased supply of Latinos available to work in this industry, since the Census does not collect 
statistics on employer hiring decisions.  A more detailed interpretation of the changes that have 
occurred in meatpacking can be seen from the inclusion of descriptive statistics on the occupational 
skill-level. 
Beginning with racial-ethnic craft workers, these results indicate that it is unlikely that Latino 
craft workers are serving as substitutes for non-Latino craft workers, since they have become 
younger, less fluent, and less educated15
In examining operatives, Latinos have become more similar to blacks and whites in regard to 
work-related and personal characteristics.  This sample of Latinos is unique, in that they have become 
more educated over time, which provides mixed support for the prediction that Latino operatives 
could be serving as substitutes for non-Latino operatives.  Furthermore, given that this sample of 
Latinos and whites is predominately male, also provides some support for this argument if gender 
.  Rather, it appears that the increased presence of Latinos 
among craft occupations is more indicative of a queuing process, mediated by the increased supply of 
Latinos within the industry, whereby these Latinos are overflowing upward into this more skilled 
occupational category, especially if certain characteristics they possess are being sought out and 
rewarded by employers.  
                                                 
15 Based on characteristics alone, these Latinos do not appear to be serving as substitutes; however, given that technology is 
changing the type of work being done within this industry, could enable Latinos who are characteristically dissimilar from 
non-Latinos to act as substitutes.   Regardless, I am unable to test for this phenomenon within this dataset, but it is worth 
noting.   
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plays a role in substitutability.  However, since these Latinos are similar to Latinos as a whole, but 
dissimilar from whites and blacks in terms of fluency and age, these Latinos may not be able to serve 
as substitutes for non-Latino operatives.  Thus, there is also some support that increased Latino 
presence among operatives could be a product of the increased supply of Latinos, enabling some of 
them to be queued upward into this occupational category and some who may have worked their way 
up into this skill-level as a result of their specific experiences, especially if certain characteristics are 
rewarded in the workplace.  
 Finally, among laborers, age is the only category in which Latinos have become more similar 
to blacks and whites.  This sample of Latinos is unique in that they have become older, but this 
similarity alone is insufficient to argue that these Latinos are serving as substitutes for blacks and 
whites, especially since they are far less educated and fluent in English.  A more plausible 
explanation for their increased presence among this skill-level is most likely a result of being crowded 
into a shrinking occupational category.  
Meatpacking Detailed Case Selections 
The following section provides a theoretically descriptive discussion of blue collar racial-
ethnic employment trends within narrow occupational categories in meatpacking. This section also 
highlights key occupations in which employment patterns and/or descriptive characteristics of 
“average” racial-ethnic workers differ from typical trends discussed previously.   Increased Latino 
presence within “packers, fillers, and wrappers,” “packers and packagers by hand,” and “laborers 
outside construction” appears to be the result of crowding, coupled with mixed support for 
substitution. However, in the cases of “butchers and meat cutters”, “production supervisors and 
foremen”, and “machine operators n.e.c.,” Latino representation is theoretically unique and appears to 
be indicative of crowding, queuing, and a combination of substitution and queuing, respectively.  
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 Crowding, with mixed support for substitution 
Growing Latino presence among the operative occupation, “packers, fillers and wrappers,” is 
most likely the result of crowding, with mixed support for substitution (See Table 7).  Given that the 
proportional representation of Latinos has increased dramatically within this occupation, and that 
these Latinos earn much less per hour than average Latino operatives, supports the prediction that 
these Latinos are being crowded into this occupation (See Table 8). However, it is difficult to rule out 
that these Latinos are serving as substitutes for non-Latinos given that they are as equally educated as 
whites in this sample.  Furthermore, since these Latinos still are not fluent and much younger than 
non-Latino workers, it is difficult to interpret if educational similarities alone provide strong enough 
support for substitutability. 
Increased Latino presence within the shrinking laborer occupations “packers and packagers 
by hand” and “laborers outside construction” are most likely the result of crowding, with mixed 
support for substitution. Among “packers and packagers by hand,” the dramatic increase among 
Latino representation, coupled with low hourly wages appears most indicative of crowding (See 
Table 9).  Among “laborers outside construction,” Latinos have experienced wage inflation, which is 
unexpected in a crowding process, but suggests that employers might be offering higher wages to 
these workers as a way to draw them into this shrinking occupation, especially since they earned more 
per hour than blacks (See Table 10).  With respect to substitution, white “packers and packagers by 
hand” became younger over time and were predominately female, making it seem possible that 
Latinos could be serving as substitutes for these exiting workers.  However, since these Latinos were 
not fluent in English and were not educated, it is difficult to determine to what extent age, as a proxy 
for labor force experience, and gender impact substitutability.  For “laborers outside construction,” 
like average Latino laborers, these Latinos have become older over time, which questions the 
likelihood that Latinos could be serving as substitutes for ageing black workers, or for white workers 
who have not only become younger over time, but who are exiting this occupation.  Further, it is 
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difficult to rule out that lack of fluency and low educational attainment prevent these Latinos from 
acting as substitutes for exiting white and black workers.  
 Crowding 
Increased Latino presence within the growing craft occupation “butchers and meat cutters” is 
most likely the result of crowding, given the sizeable proportional increase among Latinos, coupled 
with declining median hourly wages for these workers.  Furthermore, since these Latinos are 
characteristically dissimilar from white and black workers in terms of education, age, and fluency, it 
does not appear that these Latinos are acting as substitutes for exiting white and black workers (See 
Table 11).  
 Queuing 
Among “production supervisors or foremen,” Latino occupational penetration is most likely a 
result of a queuing process, via the increased supply of Latinos in the workforce, whereby this 
particular group of Latinos has overflowed upward into this higher skilled occupation.  This 
interpretation is consistent with patterns of wage attainment, since these Latinos were earning 
markedly less per hour than non-Latinos in this occupation (see Table 12).  Finally, given that this 
sample of Latinos is characteristically dissimilar from blacks and whites in terms of age, education, 
and fluency, it is highly unlikely that these Latinos are able to serve as substitutes for white workers 
who have exited this occupation.   
 Combination of substitution and queuing 
Lastly, for “machine operators, not elsewhere classified” Latino employment patterns appear 
to result from a combination of substitution and queuing.  Like average Latino operatives, these 
Latinos have become older and more educated, making them characteristically more similar to blacks 
and whites in this occupation, and thus making it more likely that they are serving as substitutes for 
these exiting workers (See Table 13).  Furthermore, like blacks, this sample of Latinos is 
predominately male, which could indicate that gender similarity is an important characteristic in 
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substitutability.  However, it appears that these Latinos also might have been queued upward into this 
occupation, given the dramatic increase in their numerical presence within this occupation.  As 
further evidence of queuing, the results show that while these Latinos have experienced wage 
inflation, their hourly wages are markedly lower than non-Latinos. 
 Overview of detailed cases 
Overall, the examination of these detailed cases has generated surprising results and indicates 
that theoretical interpretations of Latino presence differ by occupation.  In one craft occupation 
“production supervisors or foremen” Latino presence appears to be the result of queuing, which is 
consistent with previous levels of interpretation; however, Latino presence among “butchers and meat 
cutters” appears to be the result of crowding.  This conclusion was not foreshadowed in the previous 
levels of analysis and could not have been achieved without examining occupations on a micro-level.  
Results for operative occupations indicate that while in the case of “machine operators not elsewhere 
classified” Latino presence is most likely the combined result of substitution and queuing, which is 
consistent with previous levels of interpretation; whereas for “packers, fillers, and wrappers” Latino 
presence is the result of crowding coupled with mixed support for substitution.  These findings further 
demonstrate the importance of examining occupations on such a detailed level, such that previous 
analyses did not indicate that crowding was taking place within this skill-level.  Lastly, results for 
detailed laborer occupations “packers and packagers by hand” and “laborers outside construction” 
indicate that Latino presence is a result of crowding coupled with partial support for substitution, 
which was consistent with previous interpretations.   
The Textile Industry 
From 1980 to 2000, blue collar workers employed within the textile manufacturing sample 
declined by more than 50%, with most of that decline occurring during the 1990s (See Table 14).  Out 
of these samples, less than 1% was blue collar Latinos in 1980 versus 8% in 2000 (See Table 15).  
With respect to citizenship status, 14% of Latinos were non-U.S. citizens in 1980 versus 92% in 
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2000.  As Latinos began to gain employment in the textile industry, white workers steadily declined 
from 74% in 1980 to 59% in 2000 (See Table 15).  Conversely, black workers increased modestly 
from 23% in 1980 to 30% in 2000.   
Overall, the textile industry has experienced declining employment, with a marked decline 
among whites, noticeable increase among blacks, and a modest increase among Latinos.  Growing 
Latino presence in this industry could be indicative of substitution, in that Latinos might be acting as 
substitutes for exiting white workers.  Latinos could also be serving as substitutes for black workers, 
given that black growth stagnated from 1990 to 2000 as Latino representation increased.  Alternately, 
increased Latino presence could be a by-product of the greater supply of Latinos in the workforce and 
their availability to work in this industry.     
Changes in the Composition of Blue Collar Occupations within Textiles 
Employment within textiles has declined among all three occupational skill-levels, but in 
terms of race-ethnicity, patterns of employment differ by skill-level.  Among craft workers, Latinos 
have increased slightly from less than 1% in 1980 to over 3% in 2000.  Also, black craft workers have 
increased from 12% in 1980 to 19% in 2000.  Conversely, white craft workers have declined from 
86% in 1980 to 75% in 2000.  Among the sample of operatives, Latinos have increased modestly 
from less than 1% in 1980 to 9% in 2000.  Blacks also have increased from 25% in 1980 to 32% in 
2000.  Alternately, whites have declined noticeably from 72% in 1980 to 55% in 2000.  Lastly, in 
regard to laborers, Latinos have increased from less than 2% in 1980 to 10% in 2000.  Black laborers 
also increased from 27% in 1980 to 33% in 2000.  However, unlike Latinos and blacks, white 
laborers have declined markedly from 70% in 1980 to 55% in 2000.  
 These results indicate that among all three skill-levels, whites have remained the predominant 
racial-ethnic group since 1980, with blacks remaining second.  Latino presence within these 
occupational levels could be a by-product of the increased supply of Latino workers within the textile 
industry. However, as representation of whites declined while increasing for Latinos, this suggests 
that Latinos could be serving as substitutes for white workers who have exited these shrinking 
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occupational categories.  Moreover, Latinos could be serving as substitutes for black operatives and 
laborers, given that proportional representation within these occupational skill-levels stagnated for 
blacks from 1990 to 2000, as Latino presence increased.  In terms of queuing and crowding, since 
Latino proportional representation is so small within these occupational skill-levels, it does not appear 
that Latinos are being crowded or experiencing a queuing effect, unless some Latinos are the 
predominate racial-ethnic group within a given skill-level in some work places.  Regardless, given 
that the Census does not follow work places over time, it does not appear that crowding and queuing 
effects are taking place.  Overall, this level of analysis appears to show that the substitution argument 
provides the strongest support for these observable patterns. 
Wage Hierarchies within the Textile Industry by Skill-level 
Results indicate that a wage hierarchy emerged in 1990 and persisted into 2000 within the 
textile industry sample, with craft workers earning more per hour than operatives, who in turn earn 
more per hour than laborers (See Table 16). As the number of workers employed in this industry 
declined from 1980 to 1990, wages for craft workers increased, wages for operatives remained 
virtually unchanged, and wages for laborers declined noticeably.  However, from 1990 to 2000, 
wages for all three levels of blue collar workers increased distinctly.  Given that employment within 
all skill-levels is declining, patterns of wage inflation from 1990 to 2000 appear to be a by-product of 
the decreased supply of these blue collar jobs, since in traditional models of supply and demand 
scarcity is rewarded with wage growth.  Alternately, wage inflation could be a result of the growing 
mechanization of the textile industry coupled with outsourcing of lower paying manual labor jobs, 
such that lower paying jobs once held by blue collar workers are now either being done by machines 
or by labor outside of the U.S.; in turn, the positions that remain available within the industry are 
higher skilled and better paying. 
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Wage Hierarchies within the Textile Industry: Race-Ethnicity by Skill-Level  
Within the textile industry, wages of blue collar workers differ considerably by race-
ethnicity.  From 1990 to 2000, the wage hierarchy by skill-level for blue collar whites and blacks is 
commensurate with the overall wage hierarchy by skill-level discussed previously; however, this 
hierarchy is not consistent for blue collar Latinos.  For white workers, a wage hierarchy by skill-level 
has remained constant since 1990, and from 1990 to 2000, all skill-levels of white workers 
experienced median wage inflation in conjunction with declining proportional representation.  For 
black workers, a wage hierarchy by skill-level has remained constant since 1990, and from 1990 to 
2000, all skill-levels of black workers experienced wage inflation as their numbers increased. 
Conversely, a wage hierarchy existed for Latinos in 1990, but by 2000, Latino laborers were earning 
more per hour than operatives, despite growing Latino presence within all three skill-levels.  Notably, 
while Latino laborers experienced wage inflation, Latino craft workers and operatives both 
experienced wage deterioration.  
 The declining workforce in textiles has been dominated by whites, the highest paid racial-
ethnic group.  Results indicate that across all three skill-levels, Latinos do not appear to be driving 
down the wage for non-Latinos, since Latinos remain the lowest wage earners.  With this in mind, it 
appears that employers are discriminating against Latinos, thereby enabling them to be paid lower 
wages.  Wage deflation for Latino craft workers and operatives appears to be the result of the 
increased supply of Latinos in the labor force willing to work for lower wages.  These results also 
provide support for the prediction that Latinos are acting as substitutes for non-Latino workers, since 
they are earning lower wages than non-Latinos, making it more cost effective for employers to hire 
them for these positions. In contrast, wage inflation for Latino laborers is difficult to interpret, given 
that employment in this occupational category is declining on the whole within the industry.  
Furthermore, there is mixed support for the argument that wage inflation for Latino laborers is 
indicative of the process of supply and demand, since in traditional models, an increase in numerical 
presence should result in declining wages.  Regardless of Latinos increasing wages, they still remain 
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the lowest earners in this skill-level, which suggests that they could be serving as substitutes for 
exiting white workers, especially since employing Latinos for lower wages in more cost effective for 
employers. 
“Average” Textile Workers by Race-Ethnicity and Skill-Level 
This section discusses descriptive statistics16
 Work-related characteristics 
 about “average” racial-ethnic workers in the 
textile industry and provides specific examples where “average” racial-ethnic workers by 
occupational skill-level differ from their respective groups as a whole.   In turn, these results inform 
theoretical interpretations of changing patterns in racial-ethnic proportional representation within 
textiles.   
From 1980 to 2000, Latinos worked slightly more weeks per year and slightly less hours per 
week (See Table 17).  With respect to Latino workers by occupational skill-level, it appears that 
Latino craft workers worked fewer weeks per year, compared to trends for the average Latino textile 
workers (See Table 18), but Latino operatives experienced no real change in hours worked per week.  
Also, from 1980 to 2000, whites worked more weeks per year and experienced no change in hours 
worked per week.  In regard to white workers by skill-level, white craft workers experienced no real 
change in weeks worked per year, compared to trends for the average white workers in this industry.  
Black workers, from 1980 to 2000, worked more weeks per year and slightly more hours per week.  
With respect to black workers by skill-level, these patterns differ for black craft workers who 
experienced no change in weeks worked per year or hours worked per week.  Lastly, black operatives 
experienced no change in hours worked per week, compared to average black workers. 
 Personal characteristics 
From 1980 to 2000, Latinos became younger, shifted from being mainly female to equal 
gender representation, became less fluent in English, and became slightly less educated.  In 
                                                 
16 Familial characteristics (family size, number of children, number of children under 5 years, marital status, and poverty 
status) are included in Tables 17 and 18.   
 36 
 
 
examining Latinos by skill-level, it becomes apparent that Latino craft workers are noticeably 
different from average Latinos.  For instance, they remained predominately male, slightly more 
educated, and despite average Latinos becoming less fluent in English, a surprising majority of these 
craft workers were fluent.  Finally, Latino laborers remained mainly male.  From 1980 to 2000, white 
workers became older, shifted from mainly female to equal gender representation, and became more 
educated.  With respect to skill-level, contrary to trends for average white workers, white craft 
workers remained predominately male, white operatives remained predominately female, and laborers 
remained equally represented by both genders.  Finally, from 1980 to 2000, black workers became 
older, remained mainly female, and became more educated.  Contrary to these patterns, black craft 
workers remained predominately male, operatives remained predominately female, and laborers 
remained mainly male. 
 Discussion of these characteristics 
Descriptive statistics about “average” racial-ethnic workers in textiles indicate that Latinos 
are characteristically dissimilar from black and white workers with respect to work-related and 
personal characteristics.  Since average Latino workers are younger, not fluent in English, and 
noticeably less educated, it does not appear that Latinos are serving as substitutes for non-Latino 
workers in this industry, unless some of the other characteristics are more relevant to hiring decisions.  
Furthermore, these results neither support nor refute the prediction that increased Latino presence 
within this shrinking industry is a result of the increased supply of Latinos available to work in this 
industry. 
 A more nuanced interpretation of the changes that have taken place in textiles can be seen 
from the inclusion of descriptive statistics by occupational skill-level.  These results indicate that 
among racial-ethnic craft workers, Latinos have become characteristically more similar to black 
and/or white workers with respect to personal characteristics. For instance, amazingly these Latinos 
have become more educated, and the majority of them remain fluent in English, unlike average 
Latinos.  Given these trends, it seems quite likely that this sample of Latinos is acting as substitutes 
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for non-Latino workers.  Furthermore, since these Latinos are predominately male, like white and 
black craft workers, gender similarity could be an additional factor in substitutability 
 Among operatives, Latinos have become more similar to blacks and whites in terms of work-
related characteristics.  While all three groups of racial-ethnic workers within this occupational 
category share similar trends in weeks worked per year and hours worked per week, these similarities 
alone provide only minimal support for substitution, especially given that this sample of Latinos 
remains younger, less educated, and not fluent in English.  Alternately, it appears that increased 
Latino presence within this occupational skill-level is more indicative of the increased supply of 
Latinos available to work in the textile industry.  
 Finally, Latino laborers have become characteristically more similar to black laborers with 
respect to gender composition, since both groups have remained mainly male.  Aside from this 
similarity, this sample of Latinos does not appear to be serving as substitutes for blacks and whites, 
especially since these Latinos are markedly less educated and less fluent in English.  A more plausible 
explanation for their increased presence among this skill-level is the increase in Latino workers 
available to work in this industry. 
Textiles Detailed Case Selections 
To add a final level of complexity to this analysis, this section incorporates narrow 
occupational categories from the textile industry.  Increased Latino presence within “winding and 
twisting textile/apparel operators,” “textile sewing machine operators,” “miscellaneous textile 
machine operators,” and “packers and packagers” by hand is mostly likely the result of supply and 
demand.  Conversely, growing Latino presence among “production supervisors or foremen,” 
“industrial machinery repairers,” “graders and sorters in manufacturing,” and “laborers outside 
construction” is most likely the result of substitution.  Moreover, the results from select cases suggest 
that employers could be discriminating against Latinos by paying them markedly lower wages than 
non-Latino workers.  
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 Supply and demand 
Within the operative occupations, “winding and twisting textile/apparel operators,” “textile 
sewing machine operators,” and “miscellaneous textile machine operators,” and the laborer 
occupation “packers and packagers by hand”, increased Latino presence is most likely the result of a 
greater supply of Latinos available to work for low wages (See Table 19).  This prediction is 
supported for Latinos employed as “winding and twisting textile/apparel operators” since they 
remained the lowest paid racial-ethnic workers in the occupation, even while their presence increased 
(See Table 20).  In addition, as the proportional representation of Latinos employed as “textile sewing 
machine operators” and “miscellaneous textile machine operators” increased noticeably, their wages 
declined substantially relative to black and white workers in these occupations, such that they were 
earning surprisingly less per hour than white and black workers in their respective occupations (See 
Tables 21 and 22).  Similarly Latinos employed as “packers and packagers by hand” in 2000 not only 
earned lower hourly wages than blacks and whites in the same occupation, but wages lower than  
average Latino laborers (See Table 23).  Findings for these three occupations suggest that employers 
might be discriminating against these Latino operatives and laborers by paying them markedly lower 
wages than non-Latino workers as a way to save money and avoid having to pay black and white 
workers higher wages.     
 With respect to substitution, Latinos employed as “winding and twisting textile/apparel 
operators” became more educated, but remained young and not fluent in English, which suggests that 
these Latinos are probably not serving as substitutes for exiting whites, unless educational attainment 
plays a larger role than fluency and age in terms of substitutability.   In addition, Latinos employed as 
“textile sewing machine operators” were less educated, young, and not fluent in English, again 
suggesting these Latinos were not acting as substitutes for exiting white workers.  Moreover, Latino 
“miscellaneous textile machine operators” experienced no change in educational attainment, unlike 
average Latino operatives; however, this characteristic alone does not seem strong enough to enable 
these Latinos to act as substitutes for exiting white workers, especially since these Latinos were not 
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fluent in English and became younger over time.  Lastly, Latinos employed as “packers and 
packagers by hand” were young, not fluent in English, and not educated, again making it unlikely that 
they are serving as substitutes for exiting white workers.   
 Substitution 
Growing Latino representation within the shrinking craft occupation, “production supervisors 
or foremen,” and the laborer occupation “laborers outside construction” is most likely the result of 
substitution.  Latinos employed as “production supervisors or foremen” are most likely serving as 
substitutes for exiting white workers, since this sample of Latinos, like average Latino craft workers, 
is fluent in English and educated (See Table 24).  Wage trends for Latinos are unique in this 
occupation, given that they have experienced wage inflation, and by 2000, they were earning the 
same median hourly wages as non-Latino workers.  Since the title of this occupation indicates a 
supervisory role, employers could be offering Latinos equivalent wages as way to draw them into this 
occupation to oversee other Latino workers.  If this is the case, employing Latino workers within a 
supervisory position could be beneficial to employers in that it might be a way to draw in more Latino 
workers, willing to work for low wages, into this shrinking industry as whites exit.  In addition, 
Latinos employed as “laborers outside construction” are older and more educated than average Latino 
laborers which indicates that they could be acting as substitutes for exiting white workers (See Table 
25).  Furthermore, given that these Latinos earned lower hourly wages than whites and blacks in this 
occupation, suggests that employers could be hiring Latino workers for less money, instead of having 
to pay higher wages to white workers. 
 Increased Latino presence within the shrinking craft occupation “industrial machinery 
repairers” and the growing operative occupation “graders and sorters in manufacturing” is indicative 
of substitution.  Like average Latino craft workers, Latinos employed as “industrial machinery 
repairers” are fluent in English and are educated, such that these attributes could be enabling this 
sample of Latinos to act as substitutes for exiting whites (See Table 26).  Latinos, in 2000, employed 
as “graders and sorters” in manufacturing were more fluent and more educated than average Latino 
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operatives, making it appear quite plausible that they could act as substitutes for exiting white 
workers (See Table 27).  Furthermore, the minimal increase in employment among black workers 
from 1990 to 2000 in this occupation suggests that these Latinos might be displacing black workers.  
Wage trends within these two occupations indicate that Latinos were earning substantially lower 
wages than white and black workers. These results could indicate employer discrimination against 
Latinos in these occupations by paying them markedly lower hourly wages as way to save money 
instead of hiring more expensive white or black workers. 
 Overview of detailed cases 
The examination of detailed cases completed this analysis and results indicate that theoretical 
interpretations of Latino presence within the textile industry fall under two main categories: 
substitution and supply and demand. In two craft occupations, Latino presence appears to be the result 
of substitution, which is consistent with previous levels of interpretation.  Results for operative 
occupations indicate that in three cases, Latino presence is most likely the result of supply and 
demand, while in another case, Latino representation is due solely to substitution. Finally, with 
respect to laborer occupations, results for one case revealed that Latino presence is a result of supply 
and demand, while in another case it is the result of substitution, which is consistent with previous 
interpretations.  
   
CHAPTER 4 
CONCLUSION 
 
This research project was designed to provide a theoretically driven description of, but not to 
imply causality about, the current model of competition between blue collar Latinos and blacks in 
growing and declining industries within North Carolina.  Results indicate that within the meatpacking 
industry, Latinos are most likely being crowded into low wage ghettos, despite some instances where 
they are serving as substitutes for exiting white workers or where they have been queued upward into 
better paying jobs.  In the textile industry, in some cases it appears that Latinos are entering this 
industry because they are inexpensive labor, while in other cases because they are serving as 
substitutes for whites and contributing to the slow growth among blacks.  Employers in the textile 
industry also appear to be discriminating against Latinos by paying them markedly lower wages.   
 Detailed cases from both meatpacking and textiles served as micro studies for meso and 
macro levels of analysis, and the results showed that in some instances, theoretical interpretations of 
increased Latino presence remained consistent from macro to micro levels.  However, in other cases, 
findings were surprising, given that theoretical interpretations were not foreshadowed as the analysis 
proceeded from macro to micro levels.  In two examples from the meatpacking industry, increased 
Latino presence among “butchers and meat cutters” and “packers, fillers and wrappers” appeared to 
be the result of crowding; which was not a theoretical interpretation foreseen for craft workers or 
operatives.  Furthermore, within the textile industry, detailed cases indicated that wage discrimination 
against Latinos was a recurrent theme; this finding was merely alluded to when examining the 
distribution of wages within this industry.  Overall these results indicate while there are strong 
underlying theoretical interpretations that hold true across macro to micro levels of analysis, it is the 
micro analysis that is crucial to capture nuanced instances that reveal the complexity of increased 
Latino presence.  
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Theoretical Review 
Supply and demand has been used to interpret the impact of immigrants on native 
employment in the labor force, such that an increase in the supply of immigrants is expected to reduce 
the number of natives employed (Johnson 1980; Altonji and Card 1991; Borjas 1994; Borjas et al. 
1996; Stoll et al. 2002).  Within the meatpacking industry, this study showed some support for supply 
and demand when racial-ethnic wage distributions by occupation skill-level were examined.  While 
increased Latino presence did not appear to be driving down the wages for non-Latinos, it did appear 
to lower costs for employers, which could indicate that employers are giving Latinos preference in 
hiring, thereby reducing the number of whites and blacks hired in this industry.  Within the textile 
industry there is stronger support for supply and demand, wherein, across all levels of analysis, 
increased Latino presence was small, but noticeable.  Wage findings indicate that Latinos do not 
appear to be driving down wages for non-Latinos, since Latinos remain the lowest wage earners.  
However, it appears that employers are discriminating against Latinos, thereby enabling them to be 
paid markedly lower wages.  These results also were found within select detailed cases, in which 
Latinos earned vastly less than non-Latinos, as their presence increased, and as whites exited and 
black presence stagnated. 
 The crowding hypothesis has been applied to race-ethnicity by emphasizing the historical and 
discriminatory forces that limit the mobility of minority workers into some job markets, while 
crowding them into others (Bergmann 1974; Hirsh and Schumacher 1992; Tomaskovic-Devey 1993a, 
b).  In regard to meatpacking, this study showed support for crowding. Growing Latino presence 
among laborers who were characteristically dissimilar from white and black laborers suggests that 
their increased representation was the result of crowding; detailed laborer cases further supported 
these findings.  However, surprisingly, crowding appeared to explain increased Latino presence 
within the craft occupation “butchers and meat cutters,” as well as within the operative occupation 
“packers, fillers, and wrappers,” given the sizeable increase in Latino presence, coupled with wage 
deterioration.  With respect to textiles, this study did not find support for crowding.   
 43 
 
 
 The balkanization hypothesis, or substitution (or displacement) effect, has been used to 
interpret the impact of immigrants on native workers, such that competition between native and 
immigrant workers is both a function of the size of the immigrant flow and on the ability of 
immigrants to enter occupations that are compatible with their skills and the extent to which those 
jobs are occupied by natives (Frey 1995; Lichter and Johnson 2006; Borjas 1994; Pedace 2006; Filer 
1992; Wright et al. 1996).  This study found some support for substitution within the meatpacking 
industry.  Changes in the racial-ethnic composition of this industry and in the distribution of wages 
appeared to indicate that Latinos were most likely serving as substitutes for exiting white workers 
across all three occupational skill-levels.  However, with respect to descriptive characteristics, support 
for substitution was mixed and appeared only to be likely among operatives.  Detailed cases provided 
support for substitution among the operative occupation “machine operators, not elsewhere 
classified” and mixed support among laborer occupations.  Within the textile industry there is 
stronger support for substitution.  Results from analysis on racial-ethnic composition changes by race-
ethnicity and by skill-level, as well as wage distributions, indicated that Latinos were most likely 
serving as substitutes for exiting whites and contributing to the slow growth among blacks.  However, 
in terms of descriptive characteristics, it appears that only Latino craft workers were similar enough 
to non-Latino craft workers to serve as substitutes.  Detailed cases supported these findings, and 
instances of substitution, at times in conjunction with wage discrimination, appeared to be taking 
place within all three occupational skill-levels.   
 Lastly, the overflow/queuing hypothesis has been applied to racial-ethnic changes in the labor 
force, such that if there are more racial-ethnic minorities in a particular location than there are racially 
typed jobs for them to occupy, then some will be pushed upward into more desirable, racially mixed 
jobs (Thurow 1975; Lieberson 1980; Frisbie and Neidert 1977; Huffman and Cohen 2004).  This 
study showed support for queuing within the meatpacking industry.  Findings from racial-ethnic 
compositional changes by occupational skill-level and from descriptive characteristics indicated that 
increased Latino presence among craft workers and operatives was likely the result of having been 
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queued upward.  However, with respect to the distribution of wages, support for queuing was found 
only for Latino craft workers.  Detailed cases supported these findings in  the craft occupation 
“production supervisors or foremen,” and the operative occupation “machine operators, not else 
classified.” Increased Latino presence was likely the result of having overflowed upward into these 
occupations, given wage deterioration as their representation increased.  In regard to the textile 
industry, this study did not find support for queuing.  
Theoretical Limitations and Threats to Validity 
Overall, this analysis shows that Latino presence has markedly increased from 1980 to 2000, 
and affects other racial-ethnic groups in surprising ways. While in some cases Latinos may be 
affecting whites more than blacks as in the cases of supply and demand, queuing, and substitution, in 
others Latinos may have little to no effect on other racial ethnic groups as in crowding.  As this study 
originally sought to better understand the nature of competition between blacks and Latinos, this is an 
important point for further research.   
 Despite the significance of these findings, the descriptive nature of this study has theoretical 
limitations.  In regard to supply and demand, since Census data is not longitudinal, I am unable to 
determine if exiting workers left these industries in pursuit of higher wages or better employment 
opportunities as Latino presence increased. Furthermore, since I am unable to determine if rates of 
self-employment or non-Latino unemployment increased as the Latino population increased, I am 
unable to state with conviction that supply and demand is occurring.  With respect to the crowding 
hypothesis, since I cannot explicitly test for discrimination in the forms of employer preference or 
bias with these data, I do identify instances of crowding, but I cannot determine the reasons why 
Latinos are experiencing a crowding effect. Furthermore, in situations where it appears that Latinos 
are acting as substitutes for non-Latino workers, I cannot say directly that these groups are identical 
or perfect substitutes for one another, since the Census does not collect information on labor force 
experience or skill.  With this in mind, instances where Latinos appear to be characteristically similar 
to non-Latinos may not be inherently true and consequently, these results could be driven by 
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unmeasured skills, or unobservable differences between these groups.  Finally, with respect to 
queuing, without testing explicitly for discrimination in the forms of employer preference or bias or 
for unobservable individual skills with the Census, these findings indicate only that Latinos have 
moved up the hierarchical queue of blue collar occupations, but not the reasons for their upward 
mobility.    
 In addition to theoretical limitations, a potential threat to construct validity in this research 
design is the ability to measure undocumented immigrant Latinos.  Despite the number of 
undocumented immigrant Latino workers in North Carolina, the Census Bureau does not ask 
specifically about legal resident status, because there is no legislative mandate to collect such 
information.  However, “given the success of Census in counting nearly every person residing in the 
United States,” they “expect that unauthorized migrants were included among people who indicated 
that the United States was their usual place of residence on the survey date” (U.S. Census Bureau 
2006b).  Since there is no known survey designed to obtain population percentages of undocumented 
Latino workers residing in or employed in jobs within North Carolina, the Census remains the most 
accurate and most reliable way to capture some portion of these workers.   With respect to potential 
threats to external validity, I cannot be certain that the undocumented workers in these data are 
representative of all undocumented workers residing in North Carolina; therefore, these findings 
cannot be broadly generalized to all immigrant Latino workers in North Carolina.  Despite this minor 
limitation, these results still are highly informative because they provide a description of employed 
Latino workers in these samples.  Future research in this area could benefit greatly from new methods 
aimed at identifying and sampling undocumented immigrants to determine if their employment 
experiences are dis/similar to the employment experiences faced by documented workers.  Moreover, 
by creating new methods to sample this population, my research would be able to generalize more 
broadly to all immigrant Latinos working in North Carolina. 
 Finally, another possible threat to construct validity lies in my measure of the black 
population.  Studies have shown that even though blacks composed only 13% of the population in 
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1997, half of the 1.2 million state and federal prisoners were black (Mauer 1997).  Moreover, one in 
three black men between the ages of 20 and 29 were under some form of criminal justice control in 
1995 (Beck and Bonczar 1997).  Since the Census cannot account for unemployment or labor force 
absence among blacks, I am unable to determine whether their slow growth in these industries is 
partially attributed to an increase in incarceration rates among this racial-ethnic group.  Furthermore, 
this discrepancy could also impact external validity and my ability to generalize these findings to 
employed blacks in North Carolina. 
Significance and Future Research 
Despite these concerns, given that economic restructuring, job outsourcing, and increasing 
immigration are occurring outside of North Carolina, these findings are generalizable to other states 
across the country with similar racial-ethnic proportional representation, as well as similar industrial 
and economic shifts. Moreover, these results provide the groundwork for future research on racial-
ethnic competition and labor market outcomes. Given that theoretical interpretations of Latino 
presence differ within these industries by level of analysis and appear at times to be occupation 
specific, a next step would be to analyze longitudinal establishment-level data collected by the EEOC 
for hypotheses testing to determine if blue collar racial-ethnic employment patterns found using the 
Census exist on the firm-level, or if these patterns are unique only to specific establishments. In 
conjunction with this step, in-depth qualitative field work within growing and shrinking 
establishments would provide additional descriptive information not captured by either Census or 
EEOC data. In doing so, results from qualitative field work would provide information on biases or 
discriminatory practices occurring within firms as well as address the issue of unmeasured skills 
Latino workers might possess that have enabled them to gain employment in these occupations. In 
addition, future research should explore the intersection of gender and race-ethnicity, given that male 
Latinos in textiles are typically working in occupations with female whites/blacks. This research will 
investigate the significance and implications of this finding.  Together, these two forms of research 
would better inform how Latinos have increased their presence within the growing meatpacking 
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industry and the shrinking textile industry, and how their increased representation has affected the 
labor force opportunities of other racial-ethnic workers. In doing so, this work will benefit workforce 
planners and government officials who have vested interests in investigating racial-ethnic 
employment trends within industrial sectors. 
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Table 1.  Changes in Latino Population within Meatpacking and Textiles by Citizenship Status and Decade 
Decade 
Number of 
Citizens  % Citizen 
Number of Non-
U.S Citizen 
% Non-U.S. 
Citizen 
% Latino Representation 
within Decennial Samples 
1980 147 85.47 25 14.53 0.95 
1990 61 33.89 119 66.11 1.15 
2000 81 7.85 938 92.05 10.60 
 
 
 
 
         Table 2.  Compositional Changes in Meatpacking 
 
1980 1990 2000 
Number % Number % Number % 
Craft Workers 190 31.30 285 35.27 522 45.35 
Latino 1 0.53 12 4.21 164 31.42 
White 112 58.95 92 32.28 138 26.44 
Black 73 38.42 176 61.75 208 39.85 
Operatives 196 32.29 297 36.76 468 40.66 
Latino 2 1.02 11 3.70 133 28.42 
White 94 47.96 100 33.67 99 21.15 
Black 97 49.49 182 61.28 224 47.86 
Laborers 221 36.41 226 27.97 161 13.99 
Latino 1 0.45 26 11.50 62 38.51 
White 114 51.58 54 23.89 24 14.91 
Black 96 43.44 139 61.50 73 45.34 
Decennial Totals 607  808  1151  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
49 
 
 
 
Table 3.  Racial-Ethnic Presence within the Meatpacking Industry 
Decade 
Latinos Whites Blacks 
Number of 
Citizens 
% 
Citizens 
Number 
of Non-
U.S 
Citizen  
% Non-
U.S. 
Citizens 
% of 
Sample Number 
% of 
Sample Number 
% of 
Sample 
1980 3 75.00 1 25.00 0.66 320 52.72 266 43.82 
1990 5 10.20 44 89.80 6.06 246 30.45 497 61.51 
2000 26 7.24 333 92.76 31.19 261 22.68 505 43.87 
 
 
 
 
        Table 4.  Median Hourly Wages in Meatpacking by Skill-Level and Race-Ethnicity 
 
1980 1990 2000 
Median 
Hourly Wage 
Wage % Change 
from 1980 to 
1990 
Median 
Hourly Wage 
Wage % Change 
from 1990 to 
2000 
Median 
Hourly Wage 
Wage % Change 
from 1980 to 
2000 
Craft 
Workers 9.847 -14.73 8.397 3.06 8.654 -12.12 
Latino 14.83 -47.47 7.79 -6.68 7.27 -50.98 
White 10.44 -0.57 10.38 12.33 11.66 11.69 
Black 8.83 -11.89 7.78 11.44 8.67 -1.81 
Operatives 9.252 -16.22 7.751 6.33 8.242 -10.92 
Latino 9.37 -28.28 6.72 2.98 6.92 -26.15 
White 10.33 -12.49 9.04 27.21 11.5 11.33 
Black 8.7 -14.25 7.46 9.79 8.19 -5.86 
Laborers 7.728 -0.22 7.711 -0.25 7.692 -0.47 
Latino 25.7 -74.67 6.51 15.21 7.5 -70.82 
White 8.03 -0.62 7.98 9.15 8.71 8.47 
Black 7.35 1.77 7.48 2.81 7.69 4.63 
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    Table 5.  Descriptive Characteristics of Blue Collar Meatpacking Workers by Race-Ethnicity 
Variables 
Latino 
1980 1990 2000 
N Mean or % SD N Mean or % SD N Mean or % SD 
FAMILIAL           
     Family Size 4 3.50 1.73 49 2.02 1.74 359 3.53 2.52 
     Number of Children 4 2.25 1.71 49 053 1.28 359 0.63 1.08 
     Children >5 years 4 0.50 0.58 49 0.12 0.39 359 0.23 0.53 
     Married, Spouse Present 1 0.25 0.50 11 0.22 0.42 119 0.33 0.47 
     Married, Spouse Absent    12 0.24 0.43 48 0.13 0.34 
     Separated 2 0.50 0.58 2 0.04 0.20 16 0.04 0.21 
     Divorced    3 0.06 0.24 10 0.03 0.16 
     Widowed 1 0.25 0.50 1 0.02 0.14 2 0.01 0.07 
     Single    20 0.41 050 164 0.46 0.50 
     Poverty Status 4 269.00 119.20 49 167.04 80.02 359 198.57 92.83 
WORK-RELATED          
     Weeks Worked per Year 4 49.50 3.00 49 46.31 11.87 359 45.39 12.26 
     Hours Worked per Week  45.75 7.23 49 41.98 6.51 359 41.23 4.13 
PERSONAL          
     Age 4 45.50 10.25 49 29.51 9.42 359 30.00 10.29 
     Male 1 0.25 0.50 41 0.84 0.37 247 0.69 0.46 
     Does not Speak English    4 0.08 0.28 134 0.37 0.48 
     Yes, Speaks only English 2 0.50 0.58 4 0.08 0.28 23 0.06 0.24 
     Yes, Speaks Very Well    13 0.27 0.45 39 0.11 0.31 
     Yes, Speaks Well 2 0.50 0.58 7 0.14 0.35 44 0.12 0.33 
     Yes, but not Well    21 0.43 0.50 119 0.33 0.47 
     In School    2 0.04 0.20 13 0.04 0.19 
     None or Preschool    3 0.06 0.24 30 0.08 0.28 
     Grade 1, 2, 3, or 4    4 0.08 0.28 27 0.08 0.26 
     Grade 5, 6, 7, or 8 1 0.25 0.50 19 0.39 0.49 134 0.37 0.48 
     Grade 9 2 0.50 0.58 4 0.08 0.28 48 0.16 0.37 
     Grade 10    3 0.06 0.24 13 0.04 0.19 
     Grade 11    1 0.02 0.14 16 0.04 0.21 
     Grade 12    12 0.24 0.43 66 0.18 0.39 
     1 to 3 Years of College    2 0.04 0.20 10 0.03 0.16 
     4+ Years of College 1 0.25 0.50 1 0.02 0.14 5 0.01 0.12 
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   (continued from previous table) 
Variables 
White Black 
1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 
N 
Mean or 
% SD N 
Mean or 
% SD N 
Mean or 
% SD N 
Mean or 
% SD N 
Mean or 
% SD N 
Mean or 
% SD 
FAMILIAL                    
     Family Size 320 3.44 1.53 246 2.98 1.31 261 2.77 1.31 266 4.51 2.45 497 3.75 2.04 505 3.30 1.87 
     Number of   
     Children 320 1.10 1.26 246 0.85 0.98 261 0.87 1.02 266 1.45 1.70 497 1.18 1.41 505 0.97 1.28 
     Children >5 years 320 0.24 0.50 246 0.20 0.50 261 0.18 0.49 266 0.27 0.69 497 0.25 0.61 505 0.19 0.50 
     Married, Spouse   
     Present 216 0.68 0.47 152 0.52 0.49 170 0.65 0.48 125 0.47 0.50 176 0.35 0.48 177 0.35 0.48 
     Married, Spouse   
     Absent 2 0.01 0.08 1 0.00 0.06 4 0.02 0.12 11 0.04 0.20 8 0.02 0.13 13 0.03 0.16 
     Separated 8 0.03 0.16 17 0.07 0.25 16 0.06 0.24 32 0.12 0.33 59 0.12 0.32 39 0.08 0.27 
     Divorced 20 0.06 0.24 24 0.10 0.30 35 0.13 0.34 15 0.06 0.23 41 0.08 0.28 49 0.10 0.30 
     Widowed 19 0.06 0.24 6 0.02 0.15 2 0.01 0.09 7 0.03 0.16 20 0.04 0.20 14 0.03 0.16 
     Single 55 0.17 0.38 46 0.19 0.39 34 0.13 0.34 76 0.29 0.45 193 0.39 0.49 213 0.42 0.49 
     Poverty Status 320 270.95 117.90 246 283.92 127.70 261 321.71 129.70 266 208.02 110.10 497 208.22 103.70 505 241.67 132.70 
WORK-RELATED                   
     Weeks Worked  
     per Year 320 45.08 12.78 246 45.19 12.79 261 48.88 9.04 266 43.11 13.86 497 44.50 13.73 505 44.82 12.98 
     Hours Worked per  
    Week 320 42.20 6.35 246 44.38 8.02 261 45.10 7.79 266 40.66 4.44 497 41.48 5.47 505 42.16 5.96 
PERSONAL                   
     Age 320 36.89 13.44 246 36.44 12.26 261 41.62 11.51 266 34.06 13.04 497 34.71 11.07 505 37.30 11.50 
     Male 183 0.57 0.50 156 0.64 0.48 189 0.72 0.45 142 0.53 0.50 216 0.43 0.50 261 0.52 0.50 
     Does not Speak  
     English                   
     Yes, Speaks only  
     English 319 0.99 0.06 242 0.98 0.13 253 0.98 0.17 262 0.98 0.12 485 0.98 0.15 493 0.98 0.15 
     Yes, Speaks Very  
     Well    3 0.02 0.11 5 0.02 0.14 2 0.01 0.09 8 0.02 0.13 8 0.02 0.12 
     Yes, Speaks Well 1 0.01 0.06    1 0.00 0.06 2 0.01 0.09 4 0.01 0.09 4 0.01 0.09 
     Yes, but not Well    1 0.00 0.06 2 0.00 0.09          
     In School 13 0.04 0.20 9 0.04 0.19 8 0.03 0.17 10 0.04 0.19 19 0.04 0.19 17 0.03 0.18 
     None or Preschool 2 0.01 0.08 1 0.00 0.06 1 0.00 0.06 1 0.00 0.06 2 0.00 0.06 1 0.00 0.04 
     Grade 1, 2, 3, or 4 10 0.03 0.17 2 0.01 0.09 1 0.00 0.06 10 0.04 0.19 6 0.01 0.11 2 0.00 0.06 
     Grade 5, 6, 7, or 8 86 0.27 0.44 32 0.13 0.34 15 0.06 0.23 35 0.13 0.34 20 0.04 0.20 16 0.03 0.18 
     Grade 9 40 0.13 0.33 23 0.09 0.29 16 0.06 0.24 27 0.10 0.30 30 0.06 0.24 20 0.04 0.20 
     Grade 10 30 0.09 0.29 21 0.09 0.28 22 0.08 0.28 40 0.15 0.36 55 0.11 0.31 39 0.08 0.27 
     Grade 11 23 0.07 0.26 19 0.08 0.27 15 0.06 0.23 32 0.12 0.33 54 0.11 0.31 60 0.12 0.32 
     Grade 12 102 0.32 0.47 107 0.43 0.50 137 0.52 0.50 105 0.39 0.49 271 0.55 0.50 301 0.60 0.49 
     1 to 3 Years of  
     College 21 0.07 0.25 37 0.15 0.36 44 0.17 0.38 13 0.05 0.22 54 0.11 0.31 61 0.12 0.33 
     4+ Years of  
    College 6 0.02 0.14 4 0.02 0.13 10 0.04 0.19 3 0.01 0.11 5 0.01 0.10 5 0.01 0.10 
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    Table 6.   Descriptive Characteristics of Racial-Ethnic Meatpacking Workers by Skill-Level 
CRAFT WORKERS 
Latino 
1980 1990 2000 
Variables N Mean or % SD N Mean or % SD N Mean or % SD 
FAMILIAL           
     Family Size 1 4.00 0 12 2.17 1.70 164 3.40 2.36 
     Number of Children 1 2.00 0 12 0.67 1.37 164 0.52 0.97 
     Children >5 years 1 1.00 0 12 0.25 0.62 164 0.15 0.45 
     Married, Spouse Present 1 1.00 0 2 0.17 0.39 48 0.29 0.46 
     Married, Spouse Absent    2 0.17 0.39 18 0.11 0.31 
     Separated    1 0.08 0.29 6 0.04 0.19 
     Divorced    2 0.17 0.39 6 0.04 0.19 
     Widowed    1 0.08 0.29    
     Single    4 0.33 0.49 86 0.52 0.50 
     Poverty Status 1 401.00  12 177.75 71.72 164 199.15 93.29 
WORK-RELATED          
     Weeks Worked per Year 1 52.00 0 12 49.67 7.48 164 46.10 11.76 
     Hours Worked per Week 1 55.00 0 12 42.00 6.27 164 41.59 4.97 
PERSONAL          
     Age 1 47.00 0 12 33.75 8.35 164 28.74 9.29 
     Male 1 1.00 0 10 0.83 0.39 119 0.73 0.45 
     Does not Speak English       59 0.36 0.48 
     Yes, Speaks only English    2 0.17 0.39 10 0.06 0.24 
     Yes, Speaks Very Well    4 0.33 0.49 22 0.13 0.34 
     Yes, Speaks Well 1 1.00 0 3 0.25 0.45 15 0.09 0.29 
     Yes, but not Well    3 0.25 0.45 58 0.35 0.48 
     In School    1 0.08 0.29 7 0.04 0.20 
     None or Preschool    2 0.17 0.39 12 0.07 0.26 
     Grade 1, 2, 3, or 4    1 0.08 0.29 14 0.09 0.28 
     Grade 5, 6, 7, or 8    4 0.33 0.49 62 0.38 0.49 
     Grade 9       25 0.15 0.36 
     Grade 10       7 0.04 0.20 
     Grade 11       5 0.03 0.17 
     Grade 12    4 0.33 0.49 31 0.19 0.39 
     1 to 3 Years of College    1 0.08 0.29 5 0.03 0.17 
     4+ Years of College 1 1.00 0    3 0.02 0.13 
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   (continued from previous table) 
CRAFT WORKERS 
White Black 
1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 
Variables N 
Mean or 
% SD N 
Mean or 
% SD N 
Mean or 
% SD N 
Mean or 
% SD N 
Mean or 
% SD N 
Mean or 
% SD 
FAMILIAL                    
     Family Size 112 3.34 1.47 92 2.97 1..37 138 3.04 1.38 73 4.44 2.63 176 3.80 1.92 208 3.17 1.73 
     Number of   
     Children 112 1.19 1.30 92 0.91 1.11 138 1.05 1.04 73 1.49 1.79 176 1.26 1.36 208 0.86 1.12 
     Children >5 years 112 0.25 0.53 92 0.23 0.54 138 0.17 0.45 73 0.18 0.48 176 0.28 0.61 208 0.17 0.46 
     Married, Spouse   
     Present 85 0.76 0.43 60 0.65 0.48 99 0.72 0.45 32 0.44 0.50 75 0.43 0.50 74 0.36 0.48 
     Married, Spouse   
     Absent       3 0.02 0.15 4 0.05 0.23 1 0.01 0.08 3 0.01 0.12 
     Separated 3 0.03 0.16 9 0.10 0.30 6 0.04 0.20 8 0.11 0.31 26 0.15 0.36 17 0.08 0.27 
     Divorced 7 0.06 0.24 6 0.07 0.25 15 0.11 0.31 5 0.07 0.25 9 0.05 0.22 17 0.08 0.27 
     Widowed 6 0.05 0.23 1 0.01 0.10 2 0.01 0.12 3 0.04 0.20 4 0.02 0.15 8 0.04 0.19 
     Single 11 0.10 0.30 16 0.17 0.38 13 0.09 0.29 21 029 0.46 60 0.34 0.48 89 0.43 0.50 
     Poverty Status 112 284.49 128.91 92 286.67 130.00 138 334.33 124.40 73 231.19 122.22 176 209.02 99.17 208 240.50 126.97 
WORK-RELATED                   
     Weeks Worked   
      per Year 112 46.93 11.51 92 47.63 10.67 138 49.93 7.39 73 47.00 9.96 176 45.75 12.24 208 44.50 13.22 
     Hours Worked per  
    Week 112 43.13 5.47 92 4652 10.21 138 46.76 8.33 73 41.74 7.02 176 41.77 5.10 208 41.84 5.78 
PERSONAL                   
     Age 112 36.67 12.03 92 37.49 11.53 138 41.28 11.22 73 33.67 11.68 176 35.15 10.89 208 36.46 11.40 
     Male 76 0.68 0.47 74 0.80 0.40 113 0.82 0.39 44 0.60 0.49 73 0.41 0.49 102 0.49 0.50 
     Does not Speak  
     English                   
     Yes, Speaks only  
     English 112 1.00 0 90 0.98 0.15 135 0.98 0.15 71 0.98 0.16 174 0.98 0.11 204 0.98 0.14 
     Yes, Speaks Very  
     Well    1 0.01 0.10 3 0.02 0.15 1 0.01 0.12 1 0.01 0.08 2 0.01 0.10 
     Yes, Speaks Well          1 0.01 0.12 1 0.01 0.08 2 0.01 0.10 
     Yes, but not Well    1 0.01 01             
     In School 3 0.03 0.16 5 0.05 0.23 6 0.04 0.20 3 0.04 0.20 2 0.01 0.11 5 0.02 0.15 
     None or Preschool       1 0.01 0.09 1 0.01 0.12       
     Grade 1, 2, 3, or 4 2 0.02 0.13 1 0.01 0.10 1 0.01 0.09 2 0.03 0.16 2 0.01 0.11    
     Grade 5, 6, 7, or 8 30 0.27 0.44 13 0.14 0.35 6 0.04 0.20 11 0.15 0.36 9 0.05 0.22 7 0.03 0.18 
     Grade 9 8 0.07 0.26 7 0.08 0.27 7 0.05 0.22 4 0.05 0.36 8 0.05 0.21 7 0.03 0.18 
     Grade 10 8 0.07 0.26 8 0.09 0.28 11 0.08 0.27 10 0.14 0.36 18 0.10 0.30 17 0.08 0.27 
     Grade 11 4 0.04 0.19 10 0.11 0.31 5 0.04 0.19 5 0.07 0.25 15 0.09 0.28 25 0.12 0.33 
     Grade 12 46 0.41 0.49 36 0.39 0.49 70 0.51 0.50 36 0.49 0.50 101 0.57 0.50 119 0.57 0.50 
     1 to 3 Years of  
     College 10 0.09 0.29 15 0.16 0.37 27 0.20 0.40 3 0.04 0.20 21 0.12 0.33 31 0.15 0.36 
     4+ Years of  
     College 4 0.04 0.19 2 0.02 0.15 10 0.07 0.26 1 0.01 0.12 2 0.01 0.11 2 0.01 0.10 
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    (continued from previous table) 
OPERATIVES 
Latino 
1980 1990 2000 
Variables N Mean or % SD N Mean or % SD N Mean or % SD 
FAMILIAL           
     Family Size 2 3.00 2.83 11 2.27 2.20 133 3.54 2.57 
     Number of Children 2 2.00 2.83 11 1.00 1.84 133 0.65 1.09 
     Children >5 years 2 0.50 0.71 11 0.09 0.30 133 0.28 0.59 
     Married, Spouse Present    3 0.27 0.47 45 0.34 0.47 
     Married, Spouse Absent    3 0.27 0.47 21 0.16 0.37 
     Separated 1 0.50 0.71    7 0.05 0.22 
     Divorced    1 0.09 0.30 2 0.02 0.12 
     Widowed 1 0.50 0.71       
     Single    4 0.36 0.50 58 0.44 0.50 
     Poverty Status 2 191.00 111.72 11 130.73 58.84 133 190.77 90.26 
WORK-RELATED          
     Weeks Worked per Year 2 49.00 4.24 11 40.09 17.07 133 45.53 12.83 
     Hours Worked per Week 2 44.00 5.66 11 41.45 6.27 133 40.87 3.06 
PERSONAL          
     Age 2 47.00 16.97 11 30.82 12.50 133 30.57 10.77 
     Male    7 0.64 0.50 90 0.68 0.47 
     Does not Speak English    1 0.09 0.30 47 0.35 0.48 
     Yes, Speaks only English 2 1.00 0 1 0.09 0.30 12 0.09 0.29 
     Yes, Speaks Very Well    2 0.18 0.40 13 0.10 0.30 
     Yes, Speaks Well    2 0.18 0.40 21 0.16 0.37 
     Yes, but not Well    5 0.45 0.52 40 030 0.46 
     In School    1 0.09 0.30 5 0.04 0.19 
     None or Preschool       11 0.08 0.28 
     Grade 1, 2, 3, or 4       9 0.07 0.25 
     Grade 5, 6, 7, or 8 1 0.50 0.71 7 0.64 0.50 44 0.33 0.47 
     Grade 9 1 0.50 0.71    24 0.18 0.39 
     Grade 10    1 0.09 0.30 4 0.03 0.17 
     Grade 11    1 0.09 0.30 8 0.06 024 
     Grade 12    2 0.18 0.40 28 0.21 0.41 
     1 to 3 Years of College       4 0.03 0.17 
     4+ Years of College       1 0.01 0.09 
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   (Continued from previous table) 
OPERATIVES 
White Black 
1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 
Variables N 
Mean or 
% SD N 
Mean or 
% SD N 
Mean or 
% SD N 
Mean or 
% SD N 
Mean or 
% SD N 
Mean or 
% SD 
FAMILIAL                    
     Family Size 94 3.53 1.00 100 2.99 1.28 99 2.42 1.20 97 4.67 2.28 182 3.54 1.90 224 3.35 1.90 
     Number of  
     Children 94 1.11 1.27 100 0.80 0.88 99 0.63 0.96 97 1.37 1.51 182 1.13 1.39 224 1.09 1.42 
     Children >5 years 94 0.28 0.52 100 0.19 0.53 99 0.19 0.96 97 0.26 0.60 182 0.21 0.54 224 0.21 0.55 
     Married, Spouse   
     Present 64 0.68 0.47 64 0.64 0.48 55 0.55 0.50 50 0.52 0.51 56 0.31 0.46 79 0.35 0.48 
     Married, Spouse   
     Absent       1 0.01 0.10 3 0.03 0.17 2 0.01 0.10 9 0.04 0.20 
     Separated 2 0.02 0.15 6 0.06 0.24 8 0.08 0.27 11 0.11 0.32 23 0.13 0.33 16 0.07 0.26 
     Divorced 4 0.04 0.20 8 0.08 0.27 19 0.19 0.40 8 0.08 0.28 13 0.07 0.26 27 0.12 0.33 
     Widowed 3 0.03 0.18 4 0.04 0.20    1 0.01 0.10 10 0.05 0.23 3 0.01 0.12 
     Single 21 0.22 0.42 18 0.18 0.39 16 0.16 0.37 24 0.25 0.43 78 0.43 0.50 90 0.40 0.49 
     Poverty Status 94 279.43 116.32 100 304.55 127.20 99 313.57 131.29 97 208.38 98.88 182 206.59 104.62 224 241.80 139.71 
WORK-RELATED                   
     Weeks Worked  
     per Year 94 46.13 11.88 100 45.85 11.90 99 48.50 9.09 97 42.43 14.77 182 44.75 13.64 224 44.70 13.36 
     Hours Worked per  
    Week 94 43.71 8.87 100 43.49 6.55 99 43.32 7.05 97 40.22 2.38 182 41.18 5.94 224 42.56 6.42 
PERSONAL                   
     Age 94 34.47 13.50 100 36.89 13.13 99 42.86 11.37 97 33.60 12.39 182 35.18 11.59 224 38.07 11.22 
     Male 71 0.76 0.43 49 0.49 0.50 61 0.62 0.49 50 0.42 0.50 71 0.39 0.49 114 0.51 0.50 
     Does not Speak  
     English                   
     Yes, Speaks only  
     English 93 0.99 0.10 98 0.98 0.14 96 0.97 0.17 96 0.99 0.10 176 0.97 0.18 218 0.97 0.16 
     Yes, Speaks Very  
     Well    2 0.02 0.14 2 0.02 0.14    4 0.02 0.15 5 0.02 0.15 
     Yes, Speaks Well 1 0.01 0.10       1 0.01 0.10 2 0.01 0.10 1 0.01 0.07 
     Yes, but not Well       1 0.01 0.10          
     In School 5 0.05 0.23 3 0.03 0.17    3 0.03 0.17 9 0.05 0.22 9 0.04 0.20 
     None or Preschool    1 0.01 0.10       1 0.01 0.07 1 0.01 0.07 
     Grade 1, 2, 3, or 4 2 0.02 0.15       2 0.02 0.14 1 0.01 0.07    
     Grade 5, 6, 7, or 8 23 0.24 0.43 13 0.13 0.34 7 0.07 0.26 11 0.11 0.32 5 0.03 0.16 5 0.02 0.15 
     Grade 9 14 0.15 0.36 9 0.09 0.29 7 0.07 0.26 8 0.08 0.28 15 0.08 0.28 12 0.05 0.23 
     Grade 10 9 0.10 0.30 9 0.09 0.29 9 0.09 0.29 15 0.15 0.36 26 0.14 0.35 18 0.08 0.27 
     Grade 11 9 0.10 0.30 3 0.03 0.17 5 0.05 0.22 18 0.19 0.39 19 0.10 0.31 26 0.12 0.32 
     Grade 12 28 0.30 0.46 47 0.47 0.50 56 0.57 0.50 38 0.39 0.49 95 0.52 0.50 138 0.62 0.49 
     1 to 3 Years of  
     College 7 0.07 0.26 17 0.17 0.38 15 0.15 0.36 3 0.03 0.17 17 0.09 0.29 23 0.10 0.30 
     4+ Years of  
     College 2 0.02 0.15 1 0.01 0.10    2 0.02 0.14 3 0.02 0.13 1 0.01 0.07 
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   (continued from previous table) 
LABORERS 
Latino 
1980 1990 2000 
Variables N Mean or % SD N Mean or % SD N Mean or % SD 
FAMILIAL           
     Family Size 1 4.00 0 26 1.85 1.59 62 3.89 2.62 
     Number of Children 1 3.00 0 26 0.27 0.87 62 0.85 1.30 
     Children >5 years 1 0.00 0 26 0.08 0.27 62 0.31 0.53 
     Married, Spouse Present    6 0.23 0.43 26 0.42 0.50 
     Married, Spouse Absent    7 0.27 0.45 9 0.15 0.36 
     Separated 1 1.00 0 1 0.04 0.20 3 0.05 0.22 
     Divorced       2 0.03 0.18 
     Widowed       2 0.03 0.18 
     Single    12 0.46 0.51 20 0.32 0.47 
     Poverty Status 1 293.00 0 26 177.46 88.87 62 213.74 96.55 
WORK-RELATED          
     Weeks Worked per Year 1 48.00 0 26 47.38 10.29 62 44.35 12.38 
     Hours Worked per Week 1 40.00 0 26 42.19 6.94 62 41.05 3.58 
PERSONAL          
     Age 1 41.00 0 26 27.00 7.76 62 32.10 11.42 
     Male    24 0.92 0.27 38 0.61 0.49 
     Does not Speak English    3 0.12 0.33 28 0.45 0.50 
     Yes, Speaks only English    1 0.04 0.20 1 0.02 0.13 
     Yes, Speaks Very Well    7 0.27 0.45 4 0.06 0.25 
     Yes, Speaks Well 1 1.00 0 2 0.08 0.27 8 0.13 0.34 
     Yes, but not Well    13 0.50 0.51 21 0.34 0.48 
     In School       1 0.02 0.13 
     None or Preschool    1 0.04 0.20 7 0.11 0.32 
     Grade 1, 2, 3, or 4    3 0.12 0.33 4 0.06 0.25 
     Grade 5, 6, 7, or 8    8 0.31 0.47 28 0.45 0.50 
     Grade 9 1 1.00 0 4 0.15 0.37 9 0.15 0.36 
     Grade 10    2 0.08 0.27 2 0.03 0.18 
     Grade 11       3 0.05 0.22 
     Grade 12    6 0.23 0.43 7 0.11 0.32 
     1 to 3 Years of College    1 0.04 0.20 1 0.02 0.13 
     4+ Years of College    1 0.04 0.20 1 0.02 0.13 
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   (Continued from previous table) 
LABORERS 
White Black 
1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 
Variables N 
Mean or 
% SD N 
Mean or 
% SD N 
Mean or 
% SD N 
Mean or 
% SD N 
Mean or 
% SD N 
Mean or 
% SD 
FAMILIAL                    
     Family Size 114 3.46 1.66 54 3.00 1.27 24 2.63 1.06 96 4.41 2.49 139 3.95 2.31 73 3.53 2.04 
     Number of  
     Children 114 1.01 1.20 54 0.81 0.93 24 0.79 0.88 96 1.50 1.82 139 1.12 1.19 73 0.92 1.23 
     Children >5 years 114 0.21 0.47 54 0.15 0.36 24 0.21 051 96 0.36 0.88 139 0.28 0.70 73 0.16 0.47 
     Married, Spouse   
     Present 67 0.59 0.49 28 0.52 0.50 16 0.67 0.48 43 0.45 0.50 44 0.32 0.47 24 0.33 0.47 
     Married, Spouse   
     Absent 2 0.02 0.13 1 0.02 0.14    4 0.04 0.20 5 0.04 0.19 1 0.01 0.12 
     Separated 3 0.03 0.16 2 0.04 0.19 2 0.08 0.28 13 0.14 0.34 10 0.07 0.26 6 0.08 0.28 
     Divorced 9 0.08 0.27 10 0.19 0.39 1 0.04 0.20 2 0.02 0.14 19 0.14 0.34 5 0.07 0.25 
     Widowed 10 0.09 0.28 1 0.02 0.14    3 0.03 0.17 6 0.04 0.20 3 0.04 0.20 
     Single 23 0.20 0.40 12 0.22 0.42 5 0.21 0.41 31 0.32 0.47 55 0.40 0.49 34 0.47 0.50 
     Poverty Status 114 250.65 105.45 54 241.02 115.90 24 282.75 146.99 96 190.03 111.86 139 209.35 108.53 73 244.59 128.04 
WORK-RELATED                   
     Weeks Worked     
      per Year 114 42.40 14.27 54 39.81 15.98 24 44.46 14.79 96 40.83 14.92 139 42.60 15.42 73 46.12 11.05 
     Hours Worked per  
    Week 114 40.04 3.46 54 42.20 4.86 24 42.88 5.08 96 40.29 3.27 139 41.52 5.31 73 41.86 4.87 
PERSONAL                   
     Age 114 39.10 14.40 54 33.83 11.62 24 38.50 13.33 96 34.82 14.67 139 33.55 10.60 73 37.30 12.64 
     Male 36 0.32 0.46 33 0.61 0.49 15 0.63 0.49 48 0.50 0.50 72 0.52 0.50 45 0.62 0.49 
     Does not Speak  
     English                   
     Yes, Speaks only  
     English 114 1.00 0 54 1.00 0 22 0.92 0.28 95 0.99 0.10 135 0.97 0.17 71 0.97 0.16 
     Yes, Speaks Very  
     Well          1 0.01 0.10 3 0.02 0.15 1 0.01 0.12 
     Yes, Speaks Well       1 0.04 0.20    1 0.01 0.08 1 0.01 0.12 
     Yes, but not Well       1 0.04 0.20          
     In School 5 0.04 0.21 1 0.02 0.14 2 0.08 0.28 4 0.04 0.20 8 0.06 0.23 3 0.04 0.20 
     None or Preschool 2 0.02 0.13          1 0.01 0.08    
     Grade 1, 2, 3, or 4 6 0.05 0.22 1 0.02 0.14    6 0.06 0.24 3 0.02 0.15 2 0.03 0.16 
     Grade 5, 6, 7, or 8 33 0.29 0.46 6 0.11 0.32 2 0.08 0.28 13 0.14 0.34 6 0.04 0.20 4 0.05 0.23 
     Grade 9 18 0.16 0.37 7 0.13 0.34 2 0.08 0.28 15 0.16 0.36 7 0.05 0.22 1 0.01 0.12 
     Grade 10 13 0.11 0.32 4 0.07 0.26 2 0.08 0.28 15 0.16 0.36 11 0.08 0.27 4 0.05 0.23 
     Grade 11 10 0.09 0.28 6 0.11 0.32 5 0.21 0.41 9 0.09 0.29 20 0.14 0.35 9 0.12 0.33 
     Grade 12 28 0.25 0.43 24 0.44 0.50 11 0.46 0.51 31 0.32 0.47 75 0.54 0.50 44 0.60 0.49 
     1 to 3 Years of  
     College 4 0.04 0.18 5 0.09 0.29 2 0.08 0.28 7 0.07 0.26 16 0.12 0.32 7 0.10 0.30 
     4+ Years of  
     College    1 0.02 0.14          2 0.03 0.16 
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        Table 7. Compositional Changes in Detailed Meatpacking Cases 
Decade Workers 
Craft Work Occupations Operative Occupations Laborer Occupations 
Production 
Supervisors or 
Foremen              
Butchers and Meat 
Cutters              
Packers, Fillers, and 
Wrappers         
Machine Operators, 
n.e.c.     
Packers and 
Packagers by Hand  
Laborers Outside 
Construction  
Number % Number % Number % Number % Number % Number % 
1980              
 Total Workers 48  103  12  47  100  89  
 Whites 37 77.08 50 48.54 6 50.00 20 42.55 62 62.00 35 39.33 
 Blacks 10 20.83 51 49.51 4 33.33 27 57.45 33 33.00 48 53.93 
 Latinos  - - - - 1 8.33 - - 1 1.00 - - 
              
1990              
 Total Workers 67  159  69  65  65  102  
 Whites 27 40.30 33 20.75 23 33.33 24 36.92 16 24.62 22 21.57 
 Blacks 40 59.70 112 70.44 44 63.77 34 52.31 44 67.69 60 58.82 
 Latinos  - - 10 6.29 1 1.45 7 10.77 1 1.54 19 18.63 
              
2000              
 Total Workers 105  317  136  131  61  61  
 Whites 49 46.67 31 9.78 14 10.29 20 15.27 10 16.39 8 13.11 
 Blacks 42 40.00 139 43.85 68 50.00 58 44.27 27 44.26 27 44.26 
 Latinos  11 10.48 142 44.79 52 38.24 51 38.93 24 39.34 24 39.34 
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   Table 8.  Descriptive Statistics about Meatpacking Packers, Fillers, and Wrappers 
Variables 
Latino 
1980 1990 2000 
N Median or % SD N Median or % SD N Median or % SD 
FAMILIAL           
     Family Size 1 1.00  1 3.00  52 3.00  
     Number of Children 1 0.00  1 2.00  52 0.00  
     Children >5 years 1 0.00  1 1.00  52 0.00  
     Married, Spouse Present       19 0.37 0.49 
     Married, Spouse Absent    1 1.00 0 8 0.15 036 
     Separated       4 0.08 0.27 
     Divorced          
     Widowed 1 1.00 0       
     Single       21 0.40 0.50 
     Poverty Status 1 270.00  1 60.00  52 178.00  
WORK-RELATED          
     Weeks Worked per Year 1 52.00  1 24.00  52 52.00  
     Hours Worked per Week 1 40.00  1 60.00  52 40.00  
     Median Hourly Wage 1 10.60  1 5.60  52 6.73  
PERSONAL          
     Age 1 59.00  1 27.00  52 27.00  
     Male    1 1.00 0 26 0.50 0.50 
     Does not Speak English       23 0.44 0.50 
     Yes, Speaks only English 1 1.00 0 1 1.00 0 4 0.08 0.27 
     Yes, Speaks Very Well       5 0.10 0.30 
     Yes, Speaks Well       9 0.17 0.38 
     Yes, but not Well       11 0.21 0.41 
     In School       2 0.04 0.19 
     None or Preschool       5 0.10 0.30 
     Grade 1, 2, 3, or 4       3 0.06 0.24 
     Grade 5, 6, 7, or 8    1 1.00 0 16 0.31 0.47 
     Grade 9 1 1.00 0    7 0.13 0.34 
     Grade 10       1 0.02 0.14 
     Grade 11       4 0.08 0.27 
     Grade 12       13 0.25 0.44 
     1 to 3 Years of College       2 0.04 0.19 
     4+ Years of College       1 0.02 0.14 
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   (Continued from previous table) 
Variables 
White Black 
1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 
N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD 
FAMILIAL                    
     Family Size 6 3.00  23 3.00  14 2.00  4 7.00  44 4.00  68 3.00  
     Number of 
Children 6 1.00  23 1.00  14 0.00  4 1.00  44 0.00  68 1.00  
     Children >5 years 6 0.00  23 0.00  14 0.00  4 0.00  44 0.00  68 0.00  
     Married, Spouse   
     Present 2 0.33 0.52 14 0.61 0.50 6 0.43 0.51 3 0.75 0.50 12 0.27 0.45 17 0.25 0.44 
     Married, Spouse   
     Absent             1 0.02 0.15 4 0.06 0.24 
     Separated 2 0.33 0.52 2 0.09 0.29 1 0.07 0.27    6 0.14 0.35 4 0.06 0.24 
     Divorced 2 0.33 0.52 1 0.04 0.21 5 0.36 0.50 1 0.25 0.50 2 0.05 0.21 9 0.13 0.34 
     Widowed    2 0.09 0.29       1 0.02 0.15 2 0.03 0.17 
     Single    4 0.17 0.39 2 0.14 0.36    22 0.50 0.51 28 0.41 0.50 
     Poverty Status 6 242.00  23 217.00  14 216.50  4 224.50  44 195.00  68 165.00  
WORK-RELATED                   
     Weeks Worked    
     per Year 6 42.00  23 50.00  14 52.00  4 52.00  44 52.00  68 52.00  
     Hours Worked per  
    Week 6 40.00  23 40.00  14 40.00  4 40.00  44 40.00  68 40.00  
     Median Hourly  
    Wage 6 10.10  23 7.56  14 7.60  4 9.00  44 8.04  68 8.47  
PERSONAL                   
     Age 6 39.00  23 29.00  14 47.00  4 54.50  44 2950  68 37.00  
     Male 1 0.17 0.41 1 0.04 0.21 1 0.07 0.27 1 0.25 0.50 13 0.30 0.46 22 0.32 0.47 
     Does not Speak  
     English                   
     Yes, Speaks only  
     English 6 1.00 0 23 1.00 0 14 1.00 0 4 1.00 0 41 0.93 0.25 66 0.98 0.17 
     Yes, Speaks Very  
     Well             2 0.05 0.21 1 0.01 0.12 
     Yes, Speaks Well             1 0.02 0.15 1 0.01 0.12 
     Yes, but not Well                   
     In School 1 0.17 0.41 1 0.04 0.21    1 0.25 0.50 3 0.07 0.25 2 0.03 0.17 
     None or Preschool                   
     Grade 1, 2, 3, or 4             1 0.02 0.15    
     Grade 5, 6, 7, or 8 3 0.50 0.55 2 0.09 0.29 3 0.21 0.43 3 0.75 0.50 1 0.02 0.15 3 0.04 0.21 
     Grade 9    3 0.13 0.34 2 0.14 0.36    4 0.09 0.29    
     Grade 10 1 0.17 0.41 1 0.04 0.21 2 0.14 0.36 1 0.25 0.50 10 0.23 0.42 4 0.06 0.24 
     Grade 11 1 0.17 0.41 2 0.09 0.29 2 0.14 0.36    5 0.11 0.32 8 0.12 0.32 
     Grade 12 1 0.17 0.41 10 0.43 0.51 3 0.21 0.43    22 0.50 0.51 46 0.68 0.47 
     1 to 3 Years of  
     College    5 0.22 0.42 2 0.14 0.36    1 0.02 0.15 7 0.10 0.31 
     4+ Years of  
     College                   
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   Table 9.  Descriptive Statistics about Meatpacking Packers and Packagers by Hand 
Variables 
Latino 
1980 1990 2000 
N Median or % SD N Median or % SD N Median or % SD 
FAMILIAL           
     Family Size 1 4.00  1 1.00  24 4.00  
     Number of Children 1 3.00  1 0.00  24 0.00  
     Children >5 years 1 0.00  1 0.00  24 0.00  
     Married, Spouse Present       6 0.24 0.44 
     Married, Spouse Absent       4 0.17 0.38 
     Separated 1 1.00 0    3 0.13 0.34 
     Divorced          
     Widowed       1 0.04 0.20 
     Single    1 1.00 0 10 0.42 0.50 
     Poverty Status 1 293.00  1 230.00  24 203.50  
WORK-RELATED          
     Weeks Worked per Year 1 48.00  1 12.00  24 52.00  
     Hours Worked per Week 1 40.00  1 40.00  24 40.00  
     Median Hourly Wage 1 25.70  1 4.20  24 6.73  
PERSONAL          
     Age 1 41.00  1 21.00  24 26.50  
     Male    1 1.00 0 11 0.46 0.51 
     Does not Speak English       13 0.54 0.51 
     Yes, Speaks only English          
     Yes, Speaks Very Well    1 1.00 0 1 0.04 0.20 
     Yes, Speaks Well 1 1.00 0    4 0.17 0.38 
     Yes, but not Well       6 0.25  
     In School          
     None or Preschool       2 0.08 0.28 
     Grade 1, 2, 3, or 4       2 0.08 02.8 
     Grade 5, 6, 7, or 8       12 0.50 0.51 
     Grade 9 1 1.00 0    4 0.17 0.38 
     Grade 10       1 0.04 0.20 
     Grade 11       1 0.04 0.20 
     Grade 12    1 1.00 0 2 0.08 0.28 
     1 to 3 Years of College          
     4+ Years of College          
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
62 
 
 
   (Continued from previous table) 
Variables 
White Black 
1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 
N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD 
FAMILIAL                    
     Family Size 62 3.00  16 3.00  10 2.50  33 4.00  44 3.00  27 3.00  
     Number of  
     Children 62 1.00  16 1.00  10 0.50  33 0.00  44 1.00  27 0.00  
     Children >5 years 62 0.00  16 0.00  10 0.00  33 0.00  44 0.00  27 0.00  
     Married, Spouse   
    Present 38 0.61 0.49 8 0.50 0.52 6 0.60 0.52 9 0.27 0.45 11 0.25 0.44 3 0.11 0.32 
     Married, Spouse   
     Absent    1 0.06 0.25          1 0.04 0.19 
     Separated 3 0.05 0.22    2 0.20 0.42 4 0.12 0.33 3 0..07 0.25 3 0.11 0.32 
     Divorced 7 0.11 0.32 3 0.19 0.40    1 0.03 0.17 9 0.20 0.41 3 0.11 0.32 
     Widowed 7 0.11 0.32       2 0.06 0.24 1 0.02 0.15    
     Single 7 0.11 0.32 4 0.25 0.45 2 0.20 0.42 17 0.52 0.51 20 0.45 0.50 17 0.62 0.49 
     Poverty Status 62 236.00  16 263.00  10 275.50  33 204.00  44 182.00  27 178.00  
WORK-RELATED                   
     Weeks Worked  
     per Year 62 50.00  16 50.00  10 52.00  33 46.00  44 52.00  27 52.00  
     Hours Worked per  
    Week 62 40.00  16 40.00  10 40.00  33 40.00  44 40.00  27 40.00  
     Median Hourly  
    Wage 62 7.73  16 7.91  10 7.32  33 7.23  44 7.11  27 8.36  
PERSONAL                   
     Age 62 38.50  16 27.50  10 35.50  33 27.00  44 33.00  27 35.00  
     Male 8 0.13 0.34 5 0.31 0.48 1 0.10 0.32 13 0.39 0.50 10 0.23 0.42 10 0.37 0.49 
     Does not Speak  
     English                   
     Yes, Speaks only  
     English 62 1.00 0 16 1.00 0 8 0.80 0.42 33 1.00 0 42 0.98 0.15 26 0.96 0.19 
     Yes, Speaks Very  
     Well                1 0.04 0.1 
     Yes, Speaks Well       1 0.10 0.32    1 0.02 0.15    
     Yes, but not Well       1 0.10 0.32          
     In School 1 0.02 0.13    2 0.20 0.42 2 0.06 0.24 3 0.07 0.25 1 0.04 0.19 
     None or Preschool                   
     Grade 1, 2, 3, or 4 2 0.03 0.18       1 0.03 0.17       
     Grade 5, 6, 7, or 8 16 0.26 0.44 2 0.13 0.34    2 0.06 0.24 2 0.05 0.21    
     Grade 9 11 0.18 0.39 1 0.06 0.25 1 0.10 0.32 4 0.12 0.33 1 0.02 0.15    
     Grade 10 5 0.08 0.27 1 0.06 0.25    5 0.15 0.36 3 0.07 0.25 1 0.04 0.19 
     Grade 11 5 0.08 0.27 2 0.13 0.34 3 0.30 0.48 3 0.09 0.29 3 0.07 0.25 2 0.07 0.45 
     Grade 12 23 0.37 0.49 10 0.63 0.50 6 0.60 0.52 15 0.45 0.51 25 0.57 0.50 20 0.75 0.45 
     1 to 3 Years of  
     College          3 0.09 029 10 0.23 0.42 2 0.07 0.27 
     4+ Years of  
     College                2 0.07 0.27 
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    Table 10.   Descriptive Statistics about Meatpacking Laborers Outside of Construction 
Variables 
Latino 
1980 1990 2000 
N Median or % SD N Median or % SD N Median or % SD 
FAMILIAL           
     Family Size    19 1.00  24 4.00  
     Number of Children    19 0.00  24 0.00  
     Children >5 years    19 0.00  24 0.00  
     Married, Spouse Present    6 0.32 0.48 12 0.50 0.51 
     Married, Spouse Absent    2 0.11 0.32 4 0.17 0.38 
     Separated          
     Divorced       2 0.08 0.28 
     Widowed       1 0.04 0.20 
     Single    11 0.58 0.51 5 0.21 0.41 
     Poverty Status    19 169.00  24 187.50  
WORK-RELATED          
     Weeks Worked per Year    19 52.00  24 52.00  
     Hours Worked per Week    19 40.00  24 40.00  
     Median Hourly Wage    19 6.05  24 8.15  
PERSONAL          
     Age    19 26.00  24 28.50  
     Male    18 0.95 0.23 18 0.75 0.44 
     Does not Speak English    3 0.16 0.37 10 0.42 0.50 
     Yes, Speaks only English          
     Yes, Speaks Very Well    5 0.26 0.45 3 0.13 0.34 
     Yes, Speaks Well    2 0.11 0.32 2 0.08 0.28 
     Yes, but not Well    9 0.47 0.51 9 0.38 0.49 
     In School       1 0.04 0.20 
     None or Preschool    1 0.05 0.23 3 0.13 0.34 
     Grade 1, 2, 3, or 4    3 0.16 0.37 1 0.04 0.20 
     Grade 5, 6, 7, or 8    3 0.16 0.37 11 0.46 0.51 
     Grade 9    4 0.21 0.42 4 0.17 0.38 
     Grade 10    2 0.11 0.32    
     Grade 11          
     Grade 12    5 0.26 0.45 3 0.13 0.34 
     1 to 3 Years of College    1 0.05 0.23 1 0.04 0.20 
     4+ Years of College       1 0.04 0.20 
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    (Continued from previous table) 
Variables 
White Black 
1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 
N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD 
FAMILIAL                    
     Family Size 35 3.00  22 3.50  8 3.00  48 4.00  60 4.00  27 3.00  
     Number of  
     Children 35 1.00  22 100  8 1.00  48 1.00  60 0.00  27 0.00  
     Children >5 years 35 0.00  22 0.00  8 0.00  48 0.00  60 0.00  27 0.00  
     Married, Spouse   
      Present 21 0.60 0.50 12 0.55 0.51 6 0.75 0.46 25 0.52 0.50 20 0.33 0.48 9 0.33 0.48 
     Married, Spouse   
     Absent 1 0.03 0.17       3 0.06 0.24 4 0.07 0.25    
     Separated          9 0.19 0.39 3 0.05 0.22 2 0.07 0.27 
     Divorced 1 0.03 0.17 5 0.23 0.43       9 0.15 0.36 2 0.07 0.27 
     Widowed 3 0.09 0.28 1 0.05 0.21    1 0.02 0.14 2 0.03 0.18 3 0.11 0.32 
     Single 9 0.26 0.44 4 0.18 0.39 2 0.25 0.46 10 0.21 0.41 22 0.37 0.49 11 0.41 0.50 
     Poverty Status 35 214.00  22 190.00  8 170.50  48 148.50  60 203.50  27 203.00  
WORK-RELATED                   
     Weeks Worked  
      per Year 35 52.00  22 44.50  8 52.00  48 50.00  60 52.00  27 52.00  
     Hours Worked per  
    Week 35 40.00  22 40.00  8 42.00  48 40.00  60 40.00  27 40.00  
     Median Hourly  
    Wage 35 8.68  22 8.39  8 8.71  48 7.34  60 7.88  27 7.50  
PERSONAL                   
     Age 35 38.00  22 33.00  8 35.00  48 30.00  60 30.50  27 42.00  
     Male 16 0.46 0.51 17 0.77 0.43 8 1.00 0 22 0.46 0.50 39 0.65 0.48 16 0.59 0.50 
     Does not Speak  
     English                   
     Yes, Speaks only  
     English 35 1.00 0 22 1.00 0 8 1.00 0 48 1.00 0 59 0.98 0.13 27 1.00 0 
     Yes, Speaks Very  
     Well             1 0.02 0.13    
     Yes, Speaks Well                   
     Yes, but not Well                   
     In School 2 0.06 0.24 1 0.05 0.21    2 0.04 0.20 4 0.07 0.25 1 0.04 0.19 
     None or Preschool 2 0.06 0.24          1 0.02 0.13    
     Grade 1, 2, 3, or 4 2 0.06 0.24       5 0.10 0.31 2 0.03 0.18 1 0.04 0.19 
     Grade 5, 6, 7, or 8 13 0.37 0.49 2 0.09 0.29    8 0.17 0.38 3 0.05 0.22 2 0.07 0.27 
     Grade 9 4 0.11 0.32 4 0.18 0.39 1 0.13 0.35 8 0.17 0.38 2 0.03 0.18 1 0.04 0.19 
     Grade 10 6 0.17 0.38 2 0.09 0.29 1 0.13 0.35 6 0.13 0.33 6 0.10 0.30 3 0.11 0.32 
     Grade 11 4 0.11 0.32 1 0.05 0.21 1 0.13 0.35 6 0.13 0.33 9 0.15 0.36 2 0.07 0.27 
     Grade 12 4 0.11 0.32 8 0.36 0.49 3 0.38 0.52 13 0.27 0.45 35 0.57 0.50 14 0.52 0.51 
     1 to 3 Years of  
     College    4 0.18 0.39 2 0.25 0.46 2 0.04 0.20 3 0.05 0.22 4 0.15 0.36 
     4+ Years of  
     College    1 0.05 0.21             
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    Table 11.   Descriptive Statistics about Meatpacking Butchers and Meat Cutters 
Variables 
Latino 
1980 1990 2000 
N Median or % SD N Median or % SD N Median or % SD 
FAMILIAL           
     Family Size    10 1.50  142 3.00  
     Number of Children    10 0.00  142 0.00  
     Children >5 years    10 0.00  142 0.00  
     Married, Spouse Present    1 0.10 0.32 41 0.29 0.45 
     Married, Spouse Absent    2 020 0.42 15 0.11 0.31 
     Separated    1 0.10 0.32 6 0.04 0.20 
     Divorced    2 0.20 0.42 5 0.04 0.18 
     Widowed    1 0.10 0.32    
     Single    3 0.30 0.48 75 0.53 0.50 
     Poverty Status    10 186.50  142 178.00  
WORK-RELATED          
     Weeks Worked per Year    10 52.00  142 52.00  
     Hours Worked per Week    10 40.00  142 40.00  
     Median Hourly Wage    10 7.76  142 7.21  
PERSONAL          
     Age    10 33.00  142 25.00  
     Male    8 0.80 0.42 102 0.72 0.45 
     Does not Speak English       53 0.37 0.49 
     Yes, Speaks only English    1 0.10 0.32 10 0.07 0.26 
     Yes, Speaks Very Well    4 0.40 0.52 19 0.13 0.34 
     Yes, Speaks Well    2 0.20 0.42 12 0.08 0.28 
     Yes, but not Well    3 0.30 0.48 48 0.34 0.47 
     In School    1 0.10 0.32 7 0.05 0.22 
     None or Preschool    1 0.10 0.32 11 0.08 0.27 
     Grade 1, 2, 3, or 4    1 0.10 0.32 14 0.10 0.30 
     Grade 5, 6, 7, or 8    4 0.40 0.52 57 0.40 0.49 
     Grade 9       22 0.15 0.36 
     Grade 10       6 0.04 0.20 
     Grade 11       4 0.03 0.16 
     Grade 12    3 0.30 0.48 25 0.18 0.38 
     1 to 3 Years of College    1 0.10 0.32 2 0.01 0.12 
     4+ Years of College       1 0.01 0.08 
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    (Continued from previous table) 
Variables 
White Black 
1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 
N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD 
FAMILIAL                    
     Family Size 50 4.00  33 3.00  31 3.00  51 4.00  112 3.50  139 3.00  
     Number of  
     Children 50 1.00  33 1.00  31 1.00  51 1.00  112 1.00  139 0.00  
     Children >5 years 50 0.00  33 0.00  31 0.00  51 0.00  112 0.00  139 0.00  
     Married, Spouse   
     Present 36 0.72 0.45 21 0.64 0.49 19 0.62 0.50 18 0.35 0.48 43 0.38 0.49 33 0.24 0.43 
     Married, Spouse   
     Absent       1 0.03 0.18 4 0.08 0.27    3 0.02 0.15 
     Separated 1 0.02 0.14 5 0.15 0.36 2 0.06 0.25 6 0.08 0.27 16 0.14 0.35 1 0.09 0.28 
     Divorced 3 0.06 0.24 1 0.03 0.17 5 0.16 0.37 4 0.08 0.27 7 0.06 0.24 11 0.08 0.27 
     Widowed 1 0.02 0.14    1 0.03 0.18 3 0.06 0.24 4 0.04 0.19 7 0.05 0.22 
     Single 9 0.18 0.39 6 0.18 0.39 3 0.10 0.30 16 0.31 0.47 42 0.38 0.49 73 0.53 0.50 
     Poverty Status 50 207.00  33 210.00  31 224.00  51 178.00  112 192.00  139 190.00  
WORK-RELATED                   
     Weeks Worked    
     per Year 50 52.00  33 52.00  31 52.00  51 50.00  112 52.00  139 52.00  
     Hours Worked per  
    Week 50 40.00  33 40.00  31 40.00  51 40.00  112 40.00  139 40.00  
     Median Hourly  
    Wage 50 8.02  33 7.75  31 8.17  51 7.98  112 7.70  139 7.69  
PERSONAL                   
     Age 50 36.00  33 32.00  31 41.00  51 28.00  112 33.00  139 32.00  
     Male 23 0.46 0.50 17 0.52 0.51 14 0.45 0.51 25 0.49 0.50 31 0.28 0.45 46 0.33 0.47 
     Does not Speak  
     English                   
     Yes, Speaks only  
     English 50 1.00 0 33 1.00 0 29 0.94 0.25 50 0.98 0.14 112 1.00 0 136 0.98 0.15 
     Yes, Speaks Very  
     Well       2 0.06 0.25       1 0.01 0.08 
     Yes, Speaks Well          1 0.02 0.14    2 0.01 0.12 
     Yes, but not Well                   
     In School 2 0.04 0.20 3 0.09 0.29    3 0.06 0.24 1 0.01 0.09 4 0.03 0.17 
     None or Preschool       1 0.03 0.18 1 0.02 0.14       
     Grade 1, 2, 3, or 4 2 0.04 0.20 1 0.03 0.17 1 0.03 0.18 1 0.02 0.14 1 0.01 0.09    
     Grade 5, 6, 7, or 8 19 0.38 0.49 4 0.12 0.33 1 0.03 0.18 9 0.18 0.39 8 0.07 0.26 6 0.04 0.20 
     Grade 9 4 0.08 0.27 4 0.12 0.33 3 0.10 0.30 2 0.04 0.20 6 0.05 0.23 5 0.04 0.19 
     Grade 10 5 0.10 0.30 6 0.18 0.39 6 0.19 0.40 6 0.12 0.33 12 0.11 0.31 9 0.06 0.25 
     Grade 11 1 0.02 0.14 2 0.06 0.24 1 0.03 0.18 3 0.06 0.24 11 0.10 0.30 18 0.13 0.34 
     Grade 12 16 0.32 0.47 12 0.36 0.49 13 0.42 0.50 26 0.51 0.50 65 0.58 0.50 82 0.59 0.49 
     1 to 3 Years of  
     College 3 0.06 0.24 3 0.09 0.29 5 0.16 0.37 2 0.04 0.20 9 0.08 0.27 19 0.14 0.34 
     4+ Years of  
     College    1 0.03 0.17    1 0.02 0.14       
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    Table 12.  Descriptive Statistics about Meatpacking Production Supervisors or Foremen 
Variables 
Latino 
1980 1990 2000 
N Median or % SD N Median or % SD N Median or % SD 
FAMILIAL           
     Family Size       11 3.00  
     Number of Children       11 0.00  
     Children >5 years       11 0.00  
     Married, Spouse Present       4 0.36 0.65 
     Married, Spouse Absent       1 0.09 0.30 
     Separated          
     Divorced       1 0.09 0.30 
     Widowed          
     Single       5 0.45 0.52 
     Poverty Status       11 255.00  
WORK-RELATED          
     Weeks Worked per Year       11 52.00  
     Hours Worked per Week       11 40.00  
     Median Hourly Wage       11 8.99  
PERSONAL          
     Age       11 25.00  
     Male        0.73 0.47 
     Does not Speak English       1 0.09 030 
     Yes, Speaks only English          
     Yes, Speaks Very Well       1 0.09 0.30 
     Yes, Speaks Well       2 0.18 0.40 
     Yes, but not Well       7 0.63 0.40 
     In School          
     None or Preschool          
     Grade 1, 2, 3, or 4          
     Grade 5, 6, 7, or 8       5 0.45 0.52 
     Grade 9       1 0.09 0.30 
     Grade 10       1 0.09 0.30 
     Grade 11       1 0.09 0.30 
     Grade 12       2 0.18 0.40 
     1 to 3 Years of College       1 0.09 0.30 
     4+ Years of College          
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(Continued from previous table) 
Variables 
White Black 
1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 
N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD 
FAMILIAL                    
     Family Size 37 3.00  27 2.00  49 3.00  10 5.00  40 4.00  42 4.00  
     Number of  
     Children 37 1.00  27 0.00  49 1.00  10 1.50  40 1.50  42 1.00  
     Children >5 years 37 0.00  27 0.00  49 0.00  10 0.00  40 0.00  42 0.00  
     Married, Spouse   
      Present 29 0.78 0.42 17 0.63 0.49 39 0.80 0.41 7 0.70 0.48 23 0.58 0.50 24 0.57 0.50 
     Married, Spouse   
     Absent       1 0.02 0.14    1 0.03 0.16    
     Separated 1 0.03 0.16 1 0.04 0.19 1 0.02 0.14    7 0.18 0.38 3 0.07 0.26 
     Divorced 3 0.08 0.28 3 0.11 0.32 4 0.08 0.28 1 0.10 0.32    5 0.12 0.33 
     Widowed 2 0.05 0.23 1 0.04 0.19 1 0.02 0.14          
     Single 2 0.05 0.23 5 0.19 0.40 3 0.06 0.24 2 0.20 0.42 9 0.23 0.42 10 0.24 0.43 
     Poverty Status 37 294.00  27 350.00  49 408.00  10 200.50  40 225.50  42 251.50  
WORK-RELATED                   
     Weeks Worked  
      per Year 37 52.00  27 52.00  49 52.00  10 52.00  40 52.00  42 52.00  
     Hours Worked per  
    Week 37 45.00  27 50.00  49 48.00  10 40.00  40 40.00  42 40.00  
     Median Hourly  
    Wage 37 13.40  27 12.40  49 13.08  10 10.46  40 9.30  42 11.85  
PERSONAL                   
     Age 37 36.00  27 39.00  49 42.00  10 39.50  40 34.00  42 41.00  
     Male 32 0.86 0.35 25 0.93 0.27 45 0.92 0.28 9 0.90 0.32 21 0.53 0.51 29 0.69 0.47 
     Does not Speak  
     English                   
     Yes, Speaks only  
     English 37 1.00 0 25 0.93 0.27 49 1.00 0 9 0.90 0.32 40 1.00 0 42 1.00 0 
     Yes, Speaks Very  
     Well    1 0.04 0.19    2 0.10 0.32       
     Yes, Speaks Well                   
     Yes, but not Well    1 0.04 0.19             
     In School       1 0.02 0.14          
     None or Preschool                   
     Grade 1, 2, 3, or 4                   
     Grade 5, 6, 7, or 8 4 0.11 0.31 3 0.11 0.32    1 0.10 0.32 1 0.03 0.16    
     Grade 9 4 0.11 0.31 1 0.04 0.19 3 0.06 0.24 1 0.10 0.32 2 0.05 0.22    
     Grade 10 2 0.05 0.23 1 0.05 0.19 2 0.04 0.20 3 0.30 0.48 2 0.05 0.22 3 0.07 0.26 
     Grade 11 2 0.05 0.23 4 0.15 0.36 2 0.04 0.20 1 0.10 0.32 2 0.05 0.22 4 0.10 0.30 
     Grade 12 16 0.43 0.50 10 0.37 0.49 25 0.51 0.51 3 0.30 0.48 22 0.55 0.50 24 0.57 0.50 
     1 to 3 Years of  
     College 5 0.14 0.35 7 0.26 0.45 9 0.18 0.39 1 0.10 0.32 9 0.23 0.42 9 0.21 0.42 
     4+ Years of  
     College 4 0.11 0.31 1 0.04 0.19 8 0.16 0.37    2 0.05 0.22 2 0.05 0.22 
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    Table 13.  Descriptive Statistics about Meatpacking Machine Operators, n.e.c. 
Variables 
Latino 
1980 1990 2000 
N Median or % SD N Median or % SD N Median or % SD 
FAMILIAL           
     Family Size    7 1.00  51 3.00  
     Number of Children    7 0.00  51 0.00  
     Children >5 years    7 0.00  51 0.00  
     Married, Spouse Present    2 0.29 0.49 14 0.27 0.45 
     Married, Spouse Absent    2 0.29 0.49 10 0.20 0.40 
     Separated       2 0.04 0.20 
     Divorced       2 0.04 0.20 
     Widowed          
     Single    3 0.43 0.53 23 0.45 0.50 
     Poverty Status    7 169.00  51 188.00  
WORK-RELATED          
     Weeks Worked per Year    7 50.00  51 52.00  
     Hours Worked per Week    7 40.00  51 40.0  
     Median Hourly Wage    7 6.72  51 6.88  
PERSONAL          
     Age    7 21.00  51 28.00  
     Male    5 0.71 0.49 37 0.73 0.45 
     Does not Speak English    1 0.14 0.38 14 0.27 0.45 
     Yes, Speaks only English       5 0.10 0.30 
     Yes, Speaks Very Well    2 0.29 0.49 5 0.10 0.30 
     Yes, Speaks Well    1 0.14 0.38 6 0.12 0.33 
     Yes, but not Well    3 0.43 0.53 21 0.41 0.50 
     In School    1 0.14 0.38 1 0.02 0.14 
     None or Preschool       5 0.10 0.30 
     Grade 1, 2, 3, or 4       4 0.08 0.27 
     Grade 5, 6, 7, or 8    4 0.57 0.53 21 0.41 0.50 
     Grade 9       7 0.14 0.35 
     Grade 10    1 0.14 0.38 3 0.06 0.24 
     Grade 11    1 0.14 0.38 2 0.04 0.20 
     Grade 12    1 0.14 0.38 8 0.16 0.37 
     1 to 3 Years of College       1 0.02 0.14 
     4+ Years of College          
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(Continued from previous table) 
Variables 
White Black 
1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 
N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD 
FAMILIAL                    
     Family Size 20 3.00  24 3.00  20 2.00  27 3.00  34 3.00  58 3.00  
     Number of  
     Children 20 0.00  24 0.00  20 0.00  27 1.00  34 1.00  58 1.00  
     Children >5 years 20 0.00  24 0.00  20 0.00  27 0.00  34 0.00  58 0.00  
     Married, Spouse   
     Present 13 0.65 0.49 14 0.58 0.50 11 0.55 0.41 13 0.48 0.51 8 0.24 0.43 23 0.40 0.49 
     Married, Spouse   
     Absent          2 0.07 0.27 1 0.03 0.17 3 0.05 0.22 
     Separated    2 0.08 0.28 1 0.05 0.22 4 0.15 0.36 4 0.12 0.33 2 0.03 0.18 
     Divorced 1 0.05 0.22 1 0.04 0.20 4 0.20 0.41 2 0.07 0.27 2 0.06 0.24 10 0.17 0.38 
     Widowed             3 0.09 0.29 1 0.02 0.13 
     Single 6 0.30 0.47 7 0.29 0.46 4 0.20 0.41 6 0.22 0.42 16 0.47 0.51 19 0.33 0.47 
     Poverty Status 20 268.00  24 285.00  20 287.00  27 247.00  34 166.00  58 261.50  
WORK-RELATED                   
     Weeks Worked  
      per Year 20 52.00  24 51.00  20 .52.00  27 52.00  34 52.00  58 52.00  
     Hours Worked per  
    Week 20 40.00  24 40.00  20 40.00  27 40.00  34 40.00  58 40.00  
     Median Hourly  
    Wage 20 10.50  24 9.21  20 10.57  27 9.14  34 6.83  58 11.10  
PERSONAL                   
     Age 20 25.50  24 32.50  20 44.50  27 29.00  34 36.00  58 39.00  
     Male 18 0.90 0.31 15 0.63 0.49 9 0.45 0.51 16 0.59 0.50 11 0.32 0.47 35 0.60 0.49 
     Does not Speak  
     English                   
     Yes, Speaks only  
     English 20 1.00 0 23 0.96 0.20 19 0.95 0.22 27 1.00 0 32 0.94 0.24 57 0.98 0.13 
     Yes, Speaks Very  
     Well    1 0.04 0.20       1 0.03 0.17 1 0.02 0.13 
     Yes, Speaks Well             1 0.03 0.17    
     Yes, but not Well       1 0.05 0.22          
     In School 4 0.20 0.41       1 0.04 0.19 4 0.12 0.33 2 0.03 0.18 
     None or Preschool    1 0.04 0.20          1 0.02 0.13 
     Grade 1, 2, 3, or 4          1 0.04 0.19       
     Grade 5, 6, 7, or 8 3 0.15 0.37 2 0.08 0.28 2 0.10 0.31 3 0.11 0.32    2 0.03 0.18 
     Grade 9 2 0.10 0.31 2 0.08 0.28 1 0.05 0.22 2 0.07 0.27 7 0.21 0.41 2 0.03 0.18 
     Grade 10 1 0.05 0.22 4 0.17 0.38 3 0.15 0.37 3 0.11 0.32 1 0.03 0.17 5 0.09 0.28 
     Grade 11 2 0.10 0.31    2 0.10 0.31 3 0.11 0.32 3 0.09 0.29 5 0.09 0.28 
     Grade 12 8 0.40 0.50 11 0.46 0.51 10 0.50 0.51 12 0.44 0.51 18 0.53 0.51 39 0.67 0.47 
     1 to 3 Years of  
     College 4 0.20 0.41 4 0.17 0.38 2 0.10 0.31 2 0.07 0.27 5 0.15 0.36 4 0.07 0.26 
     4+ Years of  
    College          1 0.04 0.19       
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Table 14.  Compositional Changes in Textiles 
 
1980 1990 2000 
Number % Number % Number % 
Craft 2998 17.20 2454 16.60 1776 20.98 
Latino 22 0.73 15 0.61 57 3.21 
White 2587 86.29 2018 82.23 1330 74.89 
Black 357 11.91 378 15.40 342 19.26 
Operatives 12872 73.85 11117 75.19 6091 71.96 
Latino 122 0.95 103 0.93 545 8.95 
White 9245 71.82 7142 64.24 3320 54.51 
Black 3256 25.30 3546 31.90 1969 32.33 
Laborers 1561 8.96 1214 8.21 597 7.05 
Latino 24 1.54 13 1.07 58 9.72 
White 1099 70.40 757 62.36 329 55.11 
Black 416 26.65 412 33.94 198 33.17 
Decennial Totals 17431  14785  8464  
 
 
 
 
 
   Table 15.  Racial-Ethnic Presence within the Textile Industry 
Decade 
Latinos Whites Blacks 
Number 
of 
Citizens  
% 
Citizens 
Number of 
Non-U.S 
Citizen 
% Non-
U.S. 
Citizens 
% of 
Sample Number 
% of 
Sample Number 
% of 
Sample 
1980 144 85.71 24 14.29 0.96 12931 74.18 4029 23.11 
1990 56 42.75 75 57.25 0.89 9917 67.07 4336 29.33 
2000 55 8.33 605 91.67 7.8 4979 58.83 2509 29.64 
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    Table 16.  Median Hourly Wages in Textiles by Skill-Level and Race-Ethnicity 
 
1980 1990 2000 
Median 
Hourly Wage 
Wage % Change 
from 1980 to 
1990 
Median 
Hourly Wage 
Wage %Change 
from 1980 to 
1990 
Median 
Hourly Wage 
Wage % Change 
from 1980 to 
2000 
Craft 
Workers 12.58 1.43 12.76 1.72 12.98 3.18 
Latino 12.54 -10.69 11.20 -14.11 9.62 -23.29 
White 12.88 0.31 12.92 2.94 13.30 3.26 
Black 10.56 8.33 11.44 7.26 12.27 16.19 
Operatives 8.39 -0.36 8.36 7.66 9.00 7.27 
Latino 7.73 3.23 7.98 -3.63 7.69 -0.52 
White 8.61 -2.44 8.40 8.81 9.14 6.16 
Black 8.03 -0.12 8.02 13.97 9.14 13.82 
Laborers 8.61 -6.39 8.06 9.18 8.80 2.21 
Latino 7.90 -14.94 6.72 16.07 7.80 -1.27 
White 8.61 -6.39 8.06 9.31 8.81 2.32 
Black 8.62 -7.42 7.98 12.78 9.00 4.41 
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    Table 17.  Descriptive Characteristics of Blue Collar Textile Workers by Race-Ethnicity 
Variables 
Latino 
1980 1990 2000 
N Mean or % SD N Mean or % SD N Mean or % SD 
FAMILIAL           
     Family Size 168 3.88 2.42 131 3.81 2.27 660 4.05 2.30 
     Number of Children 168 1.13 1.22 131 1.11 1.31 660 1.23 1.54 
     Children >5 years 168 0.22 0.48 131 0.28 0.57 660 0.42 0.71 
     Married, Spouse Present 112 0.67 0.57 77 0.59 0.49 346 0.52 0.50 
     Married, Spouse Absent 3 0.02 0.13 7 0.05 0.23 44 0..07 0.25 
     Separated 9 0.05 0.23 5 0.04 0.19 27 0.04 0.20 
     Divorced 12 0.07 0.26 11 0.08 0.28 21 0.03 0.18 
     Widowed 4 0.02 0.15 6 0.05 0.21 11 0.02 0.13 
     Single 28 0.17 0.37 25 0.19 0.39 211 0.32 0.47 
     Poverty Status 168 250.79 124.80 131 252.40 120.30 660 213.11 108.70 
WORK-RELATED          
     Weeks Worked per Year 168 43.77 12.82 131 44.14 13.70 660 44.32 12.44 
     Hours Worked per Week 168 42.31 6.87 131 42.42 6.36 660 41.46 4.28 
PERSONAL          
     Age 168 35.43 13.88 131 35.14 12.87 660 31.30 10.25 
     Male 66 0.39 0.49 55 0.50 0.50 334 0.51 0.50 
     Does not Speak English 2 0.01 0.11 8 0.06 0.24 143 0.22 0.41 
     Yes, Speaks only English 135 0.80 0.40 40 0.31 0.46 44 0.07 0.25 
     Yes, Speaks Very Well 14 0.08 0.28 34 0.26 0.44 102 0.15 0.36 
     Yes, Speaks Well 16 0.10 0.29 25 0.19 0.39 126 0.19 0.39 
     Yes, but not Well 1 0.01 0.08 24 0.18 0.39 245 0.37 0.48 
     In School 13 0.08 0.27 19 0.15 0.35 31 0.05 0.21 
     None or Preschool 3 0.02 0.13 5 0.04 0.19 40 0.05 0.24 
     Grade 1, 2, 3, or 4 5 0.03 0.17 2 0.02 0.12 44 0.07 0.25 
     Grade 5, 6, 7, or 8 35 0.21 0.41 26 0.20 0.40 203 0.31 0.46 
     Grade 9 22 0.13 0.34 19 0.15 0.35 99 0.15 0.36 
     Grade 10 17 0.10 0.30 13 0.10 0.30 29 0.05 0.21 
     Grade 11 26 0.15 0.36 4 0.03 0.17 28 0.04 0.20 
     Grade 12 45 0.27 0.44 42 0.32 0.47 172 0.26 0.44 
     1 to 3 Years of College 10 0.06 0.24 16 0.12 0.33 32 0.05 0.21 
     4+ Years of College 4 0.02 0.15 4 0.03 0.17 13 0.02 0.14 
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    (continued from previous table) 
Variables 
White Black 
1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 
N 
Mean or 
% SD N 
Mean or 
% SD N 
Mean or 
% SD N 
Mean or 
% SD N 
Mean or 
% SD N 
Mean or 
% SD 
FAMILIAL                    
     Family Size 12931 3.18 1.45 9917 2.93 1.34 4979 2.65 1.30 4029 4.30 2.16 4336 3.58 1.81 2509 3.05 1.62 
     Number of  
     Children 12931 0.97 1.15 9917 0.85 1.00 4979 0.71 0.95 4029 1.42 1.54 4336 1.20 1.25 2509 0.93 1.13 
     Children >5 years 12931 0.18 0.46 9917 0.15 0.44 4979 0.13 0.40 4029 0.28 0.59 4336 0.23 0.53 2509 0.14 0.43 
     Married, Spouse   
     Present 9316 0.72 0.45 6624 0.67 0.47 3097 0.62 0.48 2069 0.51 0.50 1843 0.43 0.49 1057 0.42 0.49 
     Married, Spouse   
     Absent 110 0.01 0.09 100 0.01 0.10 58 0.01 0.11 81 0.02 0.14 84 0.02 0.14 48 0.02 0.14 
     Separated 554 0.04 0.20 458 0.05 0.21 227 0.05 0.21 333 0.08 0.28 404 0.09 0.29 207 0.08 0.28 
     Divorced 860 0.07 0.25 1023 0.10 0.30 735 0.15 0.35 224 0.06 0.23 403 0.09 0.29 309 0.12 0.33 
     Widowed 569 0.04 0.21 473 5.00 0.21 213 0.04 0.20 137 0.03 0.18 162 0.04 0.19 83 0.03 0.18 
     Single 1522 0.12 0.32 1239 0.12 0.33 649 0.13 0.34 1185 0.29 0.46 1440 0.33 0.47 805 0.32 0.47 
     Poverty Status 12931 292.43 120.00 9917 298.42 123.30 4979 317.57 129.00 4029 225.62 108.90 4336 230.20 115.00 2509 266.45 129.40 
WORK-RELATED                   
     Weeks Worked    
     per Year 12931 44.87 12.45 9917 46.04 11.74 4979 47.13 10.67 4029 44.02 12.88 4336 45.53 12.26 2509 45.80 12.02 
     Hours Worked per  
    Week 12931 42.09 5.06 9917 42.22 5.57 4979 42.44 5.46 4029 41.66 5.65 4336 41.50 5.26 2509 42.08 5.94 
PERSONAL                   
     Age 12931 39.09 14.34 9917 40.27 13.85 4979 43.00 13.13 4029 32.85 11.38 4336 35.76 11.03 2509 40.33 11.45 
     Male 5069 0.39 0.49 3803 0.38 0.49 2317 0.47 0.50 1436 0.36 0.48 1459 0.34 0.47 1008 0.40 0.49 
     Does not Speak  
     English 1 0.00 0.01          1 0.00 0.02    
     Yes, Speaks only  
     English 12778 0.99 0.11 9781 0.99 0.12 4869 0.98 0.15 3967 0.98 0.12 4263 0.98 0.13 2467 0.98 0.13 
     Yes, Speaks Very  
     Well 110 0.01 0.09 84 0.01 0.09 68 0.01 0.12 44 0.01 0.10 48 0.01 0.10 26 0.01 0.10 
     Yes, Speaks Well 33 0.00 0.05 26 0.00 0.05 16 0.00 0.06 15 0.00 0.06 13 0.00 0.05 10 0.00 0.06 
     Yes, but not Well 9 0.00 0.03 26 0.00 0.05 16 0.00 0.06 3 0.00 0.03 11 0.00 0.05 6 0.00 0.05 
     In School 331 0.03 0.16 446 0.04 0.21 167 0.03 0.18 198 0.05 0.22 253 0.06 0.23 132 0.05 0.22 
     None or Preschool 30 0.00 0.05 38 0.00 0.06 30 0.01 0.08 19 0.00 0.07 19 0.00 0.07 7 0.00 0.05 
     Grade 1, 2, 3, or 4 308 0.02 0.15 73 0.01 0.09 15 0.00 0.05 83 0.02 0.14 20 0.00 0.07 7 0.00 0.05 
     Grade 5, 6, 7, or 8 3041 0.24 0.42 1135 0.11 0.32 341 0.07 0.25 468 0.12 0.32 205 0.05 0.21 61 0.02 0.15 
     Grade 9 1552 0.12 0.32 983 0.10 0.30 411 0.08 0.28 318 0.08 0.27 191 0.04 0.21 102 0.04 0.20 
     Grade 10 1618 0.13 0.33 1198 0.12 0.33 510 0.10 0.30 409 0.10 0.30 333 0.08 0.27 142 0.06 0.23 
     Grade 11 1411 0.11 0.31 770 0.08 0.27 317 0.06 0.24 427 0.11 0.31 426 0.10 0.30 224 0.09 0.29 
     Grade 12 4213 0.33 0.47 4498 0.45 0.50 2463 0.49 0.50 1939 0.48 0.50 2488 0.57 0.49 1517 0.60 0.49 
     1 to 3 Years of  
     College 603 0.05 0.21 1120 0.11 0.32 803 0.16 0.37 327 0.08 0.27 621 0.14 0.35 413 0.16 0.37 
     4+ Years of  
     College 155 0.01 0.11 102 0.01 0.10 89 0.02 0.13 39 0.01 0.10 33 0.01 0.09 29 0.01 0.11 
 
  
75 
 
 
 
 
 
    Table 18.  Descriptive Characteristics of Racial-Ethnic Textile Workers by Skill-Level 
CRAFT WORKERS 
Latino 
1980 1990 2000 
Variables N Mean or % SD N Mean or % SD N Mean or % SD 
FAMILIAL           
     Family Size 22 3.23 1.31 15 4.07 1.98 57 3.89 1.92 
     Number of Children 22 0.86 0.94 15 1.27 1.28 57 1.04 1.35 
     Children >5 years 22 0.05 021 15 0.40 0.74 57 0.40 0.59 
     Married, Spouse Present 16 0.73 0.46 8 0.53 0.52 31 0.54 0.50 
     Married, Spouse Absent    1 0.07 0.26 7 0.12 0.33 
     Separated 2 0.09 0.29       
     Divorced 1 0.05 0.21 2 0.13 0.35 1 0.02 0.13 
     Widowed       1 0.02 0.13 
     Single 3 0.14 0.35 4 0.27 0.46 17 0.30 0.46 
     Poverty Status 22 379.14 120.67 15 237.13 97.74 57 226.26 107.37 
WORK-RELATED          
     Weeks Worked per Year 22 50.00 5.21 15 50.53 4.17 47 46.11 10.57 
     Hours Worked per Week 22 46.64 10.40 15 44.87 9.28 57 42.07 5.58 
PERSONAL          
     Age 22 39.09 13.83 15 33.33 10.79 57 30.49 9.03 
     Male 18 0.82 0.39 14 0.93 0.26 48 0.84 0.37 
     Does not Speak English       3 0.05 0.23 
     Yes, Speaks only English 18 0.82 0.39 4 0.27 0.46 4 0.07 0.26 
     Yes, Speaks Very Well 2 0.09 0.29 4 0.27 0.46 4 0.26 0.44 
     Yes, Speaks Well 2 0.09 0.29 5 0.33 0.49 14 0.25 0.43 
     Yes, but not Well    2 0.13 0.35 21 0.37 0.49 
     In School 3 0.14 0.35 2 0.13 0.35 4 0.07 0.26 
     None or Preschool 2 0.09 0.29       
     Grade 1, 2, 3, or 4 1 0.05 0.21    1 0.02 0.13 
     Grade 5, 6, 7, or 8 7 0.32 0.48 2 0.13 0.35 13 0.23 0.42 
     Grade 9 2 0.09 0.29 2 0.13 0.35 15 0.26 0.44 
     Grade 10       4 0.07 0.26 
     Grade 11 3 0.14 0.35    4 0.07 0.26 
     Grade 12 4 0.18 0.39 6 0.40 0.51 14 0.25 0.43 
     1 to 3 Years of College 1 0.05 0.21 4 0.27 0.46 4 0.07 0.26 
     4+ Years of College 2 0.09 0.29 1 0.07 0.26 2 0.04 0.19 
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    (continued from previous table) 
CRAFT WORKERS 
White Black 
1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 
Variables N 
Mean or 
% SD N 
Mean or 
% SD N 
Mean or 
% SD N 
Mean or 
% SD N 
Mean or 
% SD N 
Mean or 
% SD 
FAMILIAL                    
     Family Size 2587 3.19 1.36 2018 2.91 1.29 1330 2.70 1.24 357 4.11 1.99 378 3.33 1.70 342 2.90 1.49 
     Number of  
     Children 2587 1.06 1.17 2018 0.89 1.03 1330 0.74 0.97 357 1.48 1.50 378 1.15 1.24 342 0.88 1.08 
     Children >5 years 2587 0.16 0.43 2018 0.15 0.43 1330 0.11 0.37 357 0.29 0.57 378 0.15 0.42 342 0.10 0.35 
     Married, Spouse   
     Present 2126 0.82 0.38 1577 0.78 0.41 996 0.75 0.43 236 0.66 0.47 217 0.57 0.50 208 0.61 0.49 
     Married, Spouse   
     Absent 16 0.01 0.08 14 0.01 0.08 10 0.01 0.09 4 0.01 0.11 2 0.01 0.07 8 0.02 0.15 
     Separated 79 0.03 0.17 72 0.04 0.19 42 0.03 0.17 23 0.06 0.25 35 0.09 0.29 23 0.07 0.25 
     Divorced 117 0.05 0.21 168 0.08 0.27 149 0.11 0.32 15 0.04 0.20 38 0.10 0.30 31 0.09 0.29 
     Widowed 44 0.02 0.13 46 0.02 0.15 27 0.02 0.14 6 0.02 0.13 5 0.01 0.11 10 0.03 0.17 
     Single 205 0.08 0.27 141 0.07 0.25 106 0.08 0.27 73 0.20 0.40 81 0.21 0.41 62 0.18 0.39 
     Poverty Status 2587 335.98 116.13 2018 352.59 115.54 1330 364.52 115.62 357 261.38 109.96 378 284.68 116.82 342 325.84 124.72 
WORK-RELATED                   
     Weeks Worked  
     per Year 2587 48.95 8.12 2018 49.01 8.39 1330 48.66 9.09 357 48.07 9.43 378 47.53 10.29 342 47.74 10.45 
     Hours Worked per  
    Week 2587 43.98 5.97 2018 44.07 6.65 1330 44.06 6.45 357 42.71 5.25 378 42.33 6.17 342 43.03 6.33 
PERSONAL                   
     Age 2587 41.77 13.25 2018 42.97 12.62 1330 45.29 11.85 357 35.16 11.55 378 38.70 1037 342 44.48 10.74 
     Male 2131 0.82 0.38 1645 0.82 0.39 1077 0.81 0.39 279 0.78 0.41 281 0.74 0.44 270 0.79 0.41 
     Does not Speak  
     English             1 0.00 0.05    
     Yes, Speaks only  
     English 2558 0.99 0.11 2001 0.99 0.09 1304 0.98 0.14 357 1.00 0 369 0.98 0.15 337 0.99 0.12 
     Yes, Speaks Very  
     Well 23 0.01 0.09 12 0.01 0.08 16 0.01 0.11    5 0.01 0.11 1 0.00 0.05 
     Yes, Speaks Well 3 0.00 0.03 2 0.00 0.03 8 0.01 0.08    2 0.01 0.07 3 0.01 0.09 
     Yes, but not Well 3 0.00 0.03 3 0.00 3.04 2 0.00 0.04    1 0.00 0.05 1 0.00 0.05 
     In School 42 0.02 0.13 72 0.04 0.19 49 0.04 0.19 10 0.03 0.17 35 0.09 0.29 23 0.07 0.25 
     None or Preschool 5 0.00 0.04 8 0.00 0.06 10 0.01 0.09 2 0.01 0.07 1 0.00 0.05    
     Grade 1, 2, 3, or 4 66 0.03 0.16 10 0.00 0.07 3 0.00 0.05 8 0.02 0.15 4 0.01 0.10 1 0.00 0.05 
     Grade 5, 6, 7, or 8 576 0.22 0.42 200 0.10 0.30 73 0.05 0.23 52 0.15 0.35 20 0.05 0.22 12 0.04 0.18 
     Grade 9 253 0.10 0.30 171 0.09 0.28 83 0.06 0.24 27 0.08 0.26 14 0.04 0.19 10 0.03 0.17 
     Grade 10 282 0.11 0.31 210 0.10 0.31 88 0.07 0.25 25 0.07 0.26 26 0.07 0.25 21 0.06 0.24 
     Grade 11 243 0.09 0.29 105 0.05 0.22 67 0.05 0.22 27 0.08 0.26 37 0.10 0.30 23 0.07 0.25 
     Grade 12 865 0.33 0.47 874 0.43 0.50 617 0.46 0.50 167 0.47 0.50 191 0.51 0.50 187 0.55 0.50 
     1 to 3 Years of  
     College 213 0.08 0.27 385 0.19 0.39 344 0.26 0.44 39 0.11 0.31 77 0.20 0.40 77 0.23 042 
     4+ Years of     
     College 84 0.03 0.18 55 0.03 0.16 45 0.04 0.05 10 0.03 0.17 8 0.02 0.14 11 0.03 0.18 
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    (continued from previous table) 
OPERATIVES 
Latino 
1980 1990 2000 
Variables N Mean or % SD N Mean or % SD N Mean or % SD 
FAMILIAL           
     Family Size 122 4.07 2.40 103 3.80 2.22 545 4.00 2.28 
     Number of Children 122 1.26 1.30 103 1.20 1.35 545 1.21 1.55 
     Children >5 years 122 0.25 0.49 103 0.30 0.57 545 0.41 0.70 
     Married, Spouse Present 80 0.66 0.48 66 0.64 0.48 284 0.52 0.50 
     Married, Spouse Absent 2 0.02 0.13 5 0.05 0.22 32 0.06 0.24 
     Separated 7 0.06 0.23 3 0.03 0.17 24 0.04 0.21 
     Divorced 10 0.08 0.28 8 0.08 0.27 20 0.04 0.19 
     Widowed 2 0.02 013 6 0.06 0.24 7 0.01 0.11 
     Single 21 0.17 0.38 15 0.15 0.35 178 0.33 0.47 
     Poverty Status 122 231.63 114.05 103 252.61 125.42 545 213.35 107.96 
WORK-RELATED          
     Weeks Worked per Year 122 43.48 13.09 103 44.29 13.38 545 44.26 12.39 
     Hours Worked per Week 122 41.43 6.13 103 42.12 6.18 545 41.41 4.06 
PERSONAL          
     Age 122 34.57 13.56 103 35.77 13.03 545 31.34 10.28 
     Male 34 0.28 0.45 42 0.41 0.49 252 0.46 0.50 
     Does not Speak English 1 0.01 0.09 8 0.08 0.27 120 0.22 0.41 
     Yes, Speaks only English 98 0.80 0.40 30 0.29 0.46 36 0.07 0.25 
     Yes, Speaks Very Well 10 0.08 0.28 26 0.25 0.44 82 0.15 0.36 
     Yes, Speaks Well 13 0.11 0.31 0.18 0.17 0.38 105 0.19 0.39 
     Yes, but not Well    21 0.20 0.40 202 0.37 0.48 
     In School 8 0.07 0.25 13 0.13 0.33 27 0.05 0.22 
     None or Preschool 1 0.01 0.09 4 0.04 0.19 36 0.07 0.25 
     Grade 1, 2, 3, or 4 2 0.02 .13 2 0.02 0.14 37 0.07 0.25 
     Grade 5, 6, 7, or 8 22 0.18 0.39 23 0.22 0.42 172 0.32 0.47 
     Grade 9 18 0.15 0.36 13 0.13 0.33 75 0.14 0.34 
     Grade 10 16 0.13 0.34 11 0.11 0.31 23 0.04 0.20 
     Grade 11 18 0.15 0.36 4 0.04 0.19 20 0.04 0.19 
     Grade 12 35 0.29 0.45 33 0.32 0.47 148 0.27 0.45 
     1 to 3 Years of College 8 0.07 0.25 11 0.11 0.31 24 0.04 0.21 
     4+ Years of College 2 0.02 0.13 2 0.02 .14 10 0.02 0.13 
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    (Continued from previous table) 
OPERATIVES 
White Black 
1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 
Variables N 
Mean or 
% SD N 
Mean or 
% SD N 
Mean or 
% SD N 
Mean or 
% SD N 
Mean or 
% SD N 
Mean or 
% SD 
FAMILIAL                    
     Family Size 9245 3.16 1.46 7142 2.93 1.34 3320 2.62 1.31 3256 4.29 2.14 3546 3.59 1.80 1969 3.09 1.65 
     Number of  
     Children 9245 0.97 1.14 7142 0.85 0.99 3320 0.70 0.94 3256 1.45 1.53 3546 1.23 1.25 1969 0.96 1.15 
     Children >5 years 9245 0.19 0.46 7142 0.17 0.44 3320 0.13 0.41 3256 0.30 0.60 3546 0.24 0.55 1969 0.14 0.44 
     Married, Spouse   
     Present 6523 0.71 0.46 4615 0.65 0.48 1918 0.58 0.49 1640 0.50 0.50 1466 0.41 0.49 785 0.40 0.49 
     Married, Spouse   
     Absent 86 0.01 0.10 74 0.01 0.10 44 0.01 0.11 66 0.02 0.14 70 0.02 0.14 33 0.02 0.13 
     Separated 436 0.05 0.21 357 0.05 0.22 171 0.05 0.22 284 0.09 0.28 350 0.10 0.30 166 0.08 0.28 
     Divorced 681 0.07 0.26 782 0.11 0.31 535 0.16 037 191 0.06 0.24 335 0.09 0.29 255 0.13 0.34 
     Widowed 473 0.05 0.22 397 0.06 0.23 177 0.05 0.22 119 0.04 0.19 146 0.04 0.20 65 0.03 0.18 
     Single 1046 0.11 0.32 917 0.13 0.33 475 0.14 0.35 956 0.29 0.46 1179 0.33 0.47 665 0.34 047 
     Poverty Status 9245 281.54 118.47 7142 285.39 121.74 3320 300.66 129.20 3256 222.54 108.48 3546 224.32 114.13 1969 257.56 128.28 
WORK-RELATED                   
     Weeks Worked  
     per Year 9245 43.86 13.08 7142 45.37 12.27 3320 46.63 11.06 3256 43.66 13.01 3546 45.45 12.33 1969 45.56 12.12 
     Hours Worked per  
    Week 9245 41.60 4.75 7142 41.72 5.15 3320 41.83 4.88 3256 41.56 5.73 3546 41.42 5.11 1969 41.92 5.79 
PERSONAL                   
     Age 9245 38.76 14.40 7142 3990 14.01 3320 42.38 13.45 3256 32.64 11.13 3546 35.64 10.94 1969 39.79 11.34 
     Male 2367 0.26 0.44 1792 0.25 0.43 1069 0.32 0.47 891 0.27 0.45 947 0.27 0.44 617 0.31 0.46 
     Does not Speak  
     English 1 0.00 0.01                
     Yes, Speaks only  
     English 9134 0.99 0.11 7034 0.98 0.12 3242 0.98 0.15 3197 0.98 0.13 3484 0.98 0.13 1934 0.98 0.13 
     Yes, Speaks Very  
     Well 79 0.01 0.09 64 0.01 0.09 47 0.01 0.12 41 0.01 0.11 42 0.01 0.11 24 0.01 0.11 
     Yes, Speaks Well 25 0.00 0.05 22 0.00 0.06 18 0.01 0.07 15 0.00 0.07 11 0.00 0.06 7 0.00 0.06 
     Yes, but not Well 6 0.00 0.03 22 0.00 0.06 13 0.00 0.06 3 0.00 0.03 9 0.00 0.05 4 0.00 0.05 
     In School 222 0.02 0.15 320 0.04 0.21 108 0.03 0.18 157 0.05 0.21 188 0.05 0.22 102 0.05 0.22 
     None or Preschool 25 0.00 0.05 27 0.00 0.06 18 0.01 0.07 16 0.00 0.07 15 0.00 0.06 13 0.01 0.08 
     Grade 1, 2, 3, or 4 211 0.02 0.15 58 0.01 0.09 12 0.00 0.06 60 0.02 0.13 11 0.00 0.06 6 0.00 0.06 
     Grade 5, 6, 7, or 8 2211 0.24 0.43 833 0.12 0.32 245 0.07 0.26 344 0.11 0.31 158 0.05 0.21 0.46 0.02 0.15 
     Grade 9 1136 0.12 0.33 743 0.10 0.31 301 0.09 0.29 256 0.08 0.27 158 0.05 0.21 80 0.04 0.20 
     Grade 10 1207 0.13 0.34 877 0.12 0.33 379 0.11 0.32 334 0.10 0.30 271 0.08 0.27 107 0.05 0.23 
     Grade 11 1047 0.11 0.32 605 0.08 0.28 229 0.07 0.25 344 0.11 0.31 339 0.10 0.29 177 0.09 0.29 
     Grade 12 3008 0.33 0.47 3301 0.46 0.50 1667 0.50 0.50 1621 0.50 0.50 2078 0.59 0.49 1215 0.62 0.49 
     1 to 3 Years of  
     College 337 0.04 0.19 655 0.09 0.29 428 0.13 0.34 257 0.08 0.27 495 0.14 0.35 311 0.16 0.36 
     4+ Years of  
     College 63 0.01 0.08 43 0.01 0.08 41 0.10 0.11 24 0.01 0.09 21 0.01 0.08 14 0.01 0.08 
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   (continued from previous table) 
LABORERS 
Latino 
1980 1990 2000 
Variables N Mean or % SD N Mean or % SD N Mean or % SD 
FAMILIAL           
     Family Size 24 3.46 3.13 13 3.62 3.04 58 4.64 2.71 
     Number of Children 24 0.67 0.76 13 0.23 0.60 58 1.57 1.63 
     Children >5 years 24 0.25 0.61 13 0.00 0 58 0.52 0.88 
     Married, Spouse Present 16 0.67 0.48 3 0.23 0.44 31 0.53 0.50 
     Married, Spouse Absent 1 0.04 0.20 1 0.08 0.28 5 0.09 0.28 
     Separated    2 0.15 0.38 3 0.05 0.2 
     Divorced 1 0.04 0.20 1 0.08 0.28    
     Widowed 2 0.08 0.28    3 0.05 0.22 
     Single 4 0.17 0.38 6 0.46 0.52 16 0.28 0.45 
     Poverty Status 24 230.50 114.60 13 268.38 107.10 58 197.93 116.27 
WORK-RELATED          
     Weeks Worked per Year 24 39.58 14.54 13 35.54 19.03 58 43.12 14.41 
     Hours Worked per Week 24 42.83 4.70 13 42.00 2.38 58 41.29 4.90 
PERSONAL          
     Age 24 36.42 15.47 13 32.23 14.05 58 31.71 11.22 
     Male 14 0.58 0.50 10 0.77 0.44 34 0.59 0.50 
     Does not Speak English 1 0.04 0.20    20 0.34 0.48 
     Yes, Speaks only English 19 0.79 0.41 6 0.46 0.52 4 0.07 0.26 
     Yes, Speaks Very Well 2 0.08 0.28 4 0.31 0.48 5 0.09 0.28 
     Yes, Speaks Well 1 0.04 0.20 2 0.15 0.38 7 0.12 0.33 
     Yes, but not Well 1 0.04 0.20 1 0.08 0.28 22 0.38 0.49 
     In School 2 0.08 0.28 4 0.31 0.48    
     None or Preschool    1 0.08 0.28 4 0.07 0.26 
     Grade 1, 2, 3, or 4 2 0.08 0.28    6 0.10 0.31 
     Grade 5, 6, 7, or 8 7 0.29 0.46 1 0.08 0.28 18 0.31 0.47 
     Grade 9 2 0.08 0.28 4 0.31 0.48 9 0.16 0.37 
     Grade 10 1 0.04 0.20 2 0.15 0.38 2 0.03 0.18 
     Grade 11 5 0.21 0.41    4 0.07 0.26 
     Grade 12 6 0.25 0.44 3 0.23 0.44 10 0.17 0.38 
     1 to 3 Years of College 1 0.04 0.20 1 0.08 0.28 4 0.07 0.26 
     4+ Years of College    1 0.08 0.28 1 0.02 0.13 
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    (Continued from previous table) 
LABORERS 
White Black 
1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 
Variables N 
Mean or 
% SD N 
Mean or 
% SD N 
Mean or 
% SD N 
Mean or 
% SD N 
Mean or 
% SD N 
Mean or 
% SD 
FAMILIAL                    
     Family Size 1099 3.25 1.56 757 2.98 1.45 329 2.83 1.41 416 4.55 2.43 412 3.69 2.00 198 2.89 1.62 
     Number of  
     Children 1099 0.80 1.10 757 0.72 0.99 329 0.74 0.99 416 1.15 1.60 412 0.97 1.18 198 0.68 0.99 
     Children >5 years 1099 0.20 0.50 757 0.17 0.45 329 0.16 0.47 416 0.19 0.53 412 0.22 0.51 198 0.13 0.39 
     Married, Spouse   
     Present 667 0.61 0.49 432 0.57 0.50 183 0.56 0.50 193 0.46 0.50 160 0.39 0.49 64 0.32 0.47 
     Married, Spouse   
     Absent 8 0.01 0.09 12 0.02 0.12 4 0.01 0.11 11 0.03 0.16 12 0.03 0.17 7 0.04 0.19 
     Separated 39 0.04 0.19 29 0.04 0.19 14 0.04 0.20 26 0.06 0.24 19 0.05 0.21 18 0.09 0.29 
     Divorced 62 0.06 0.23 73 0.10 0.30 51 0.16 0.36 18 0.04 0.20 30 0.07 0.26 23 0.12 0.32 
     Widowed 52 0.05 0.21 30 0.04 0.20 9 0.03 0.16 12 0.03 0.17 11 0.03 0.16 8 0.04 0.20 
     Single 271 0.25 0.43 181 0.24 0.43 68 0.21 0.41 156 0.38 0.48 180 0.44 0.50 78 0.39 0.49 
     Poverty Status 1099 281.56 118.93 757 276.92 118.52 329 298.43 130.79 416 219.06 106.31 412 230.80 108.15 198 252.35 120.76 
WORK-RELATED                   
     Weeks Worked    
     per Year 1099 43.74 13.39 757 44.49 12.94 329 46.09 11.88 416 43.38 13.79 412 44.32 13.12 198 44.78 13.09 
     Hours Worked per  
    Week 1099 41.82 4.43 757 42.04 5.15 329 42.00 5.35 416 41.76 5.25 412 41.40 5.59 198 42.12 6.50 
PERSONAL                   
     Age 1099 35.58 15.20 757 36.53 14.27 329 40.08 13.58 416 32.52 12.92 412 34.14 11.89 198 38.52 12.15 
     Male 571 0.52 0.50 366 0.48 0.50 171 0.52 0.50 266 0.64 0.48 231 0.56 0.50 121 0.61 0.49 
     Does not Speak  
     English                   
     Yes, Speaks only  
     English 1086 0.99 0.11 746 0.99 0.12 323 0.98 0.13 413 0.99 0.08 410 0.99 0.07 196 0.99 0.10 
     Yes, Speaks Very  
     Well 8 0.01 0.09 8 0.01 0.10 5 0.02 0.12 3 0.01 0.08 1 0.00 0.05 1 0.01 0.07 
     Yes, Speaks Well 5 0.00 0.07 2 0.00 0.05             
     Yes, but not Well    1 0.00 0.04 1 0.00 0.06    1 0.00 0.05 1 0.01 0.07 
     In School 67 0.06 0.24 54 0.07 0.26 10 0.03 0.17 31 0.07 0.26 30 0.07 0.26 7 0.04 0.19 
     None or Preschool    3 0.00 0.06 2 0.01 0.08 1 0.00 0.05 3 0.01 0.09 1 0.01 0.07 
     Grade 1, 2, 3, or 4 31 0.03 0.17 5 0.01 0.08    15 0.04 0.19 5 0.01 0.11    
     Grade 5, 6, 7, or 8 254 0.23 0.42 102 0.13 0.34 23 0.07 0.26 72 0.17 0.38 27 0.07 0.25 3 0.02 0.12 
     Grade 9 163 0.15 0.36 69 0.09 0.29 27 0.08 0.27 35 0.08 0.28 19 0.05 0.21 12 0.06 0.24 
     Grade 10 129 0.12 0.32 111 0.15 0.35 43 0.13 0.34 50 0.12 0.33 36 0.09 0.28 1 0.07 0.26 
     Grade 11 121 0.11 0.31 60 0.08 0.27 21 0.06 0.24 56 0.13 0.34 50 0.12 0.33 24 0.12 0.33 
     Grade 12 340 0.31 0.46 323 0.43 0.49 179 0.54 0.50 151 0.36 0.48 219 0.53 0.50 115 0.58 0.49 
     1 to 3 Years of  
     College 53 0.05 0.21 80 0.11 0.31 31 0.09 0.29 31 0.07 0.26 49 0.12 0.32 25 0.13 0.33 
     4+ Years of  
     College 8 0.01 0.09 4 0.01 0.07 3 0.01 0.10 5 0.01 0.11 4 0.01 0.10 4 0.02 0.14 
 
  
81 
 
 
 
 
 
    Table 19.  Compositional Changes in Detailed Textile Cases 
Decade Workers 
Craft Work Occupations Operative Occupations Laborer Occupations 
Industrial 
machinery 
repairers             
Production 
supervisors or 
foremen              
Winding and 
twisting 
textile/apparel 
operators       
Textile sewing 
machine operators       
Misc textile 
machine operators       
Graders and 
sorters in 
manufacturing       
Packers and 
packagers by hand  
Laborers outside 
construction  
N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 
1980 Total Workers 1139  1206  2115  3780  1995  54  374  371  
 Whites 917 80.51 1077 89.30 1578 74.61 2639 69.81 1430 71.68 40 74.07 288 77.01 252 67.92 
 Blacks 149 13.08 107 8.87 495 23.40 979 25.90 513 25.71 12 22.22 72 19.25 107 28.84 
 Latinos  9 0.79 10 0.83 20 0.95 36 0.95 24 1.20 1 1.85 6 1.60 6 1.62 
                  
1990 Total Workers 764  952  1486  4193  1222  78  269  298  
 Whites 631 82.59 803 84.35 972 65.41 2574 61.39 863 70.62 45 57.69 182 67.66 188 63.09 
 Blacks 112 14.66 131 13.76 475 31.97 1407 33.56 329 26.92 31 39.74 81 30.11 97 32.55 
 Latinos  5 0.65 5 0.53 9 0.61 35 0.83 6 0.49 1 1.28 - - 2 0.67 
                  
2000 Total Workers 715  606  677  2109  826  636  158  271  
 Whites 535 74.83 453 74.75 392 57.90 1032 48.93 472 57.14 362 56.92 80 50.63 160 59.04 
 Blacks 131 18.32 127 20.96 237 35.01 724 34.33 248 30.02 226 35.53 52 32.91 93 34.32 
 Latinos  31 4.34 12 1.98 35 5.17 240 11.38 71 8.60 26 4.09 22 13.92 14 5.17 
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    Table 20.  Descriptive Statistics about Textile Winding and Twisting Textile/Apparel Operators 
Variables 
Latino 
1980 1990 2000 
N Median or % SD N Median or % SD N Median or % SD 
FAMILIAL           
     Family Size 20 4.00  9 4.00  35 4.00  
     Number of Children 20 1.00  9 1.00  35 1.00  
     Children >5 years 20 0.00  9 0.00  35 0.00  
     Married, Spouse Present 13 0.65 0.49 7 0.78 0.44 19 0.54 0.51 
     Married, Spouse Absent          
     Separated 1 0.05 0.22    3 0.09 0.28 
     Divorced 3 0.15 0.37    3 0.09 0.28 
     Widowed 1 0.05 0.22       
     Single 2 0.10 0.31 2 0.22 0.44 10 0.29 0.46 
     Poverty Status 20 261.00  9 230.00  35 202.00  
WORK-RELATED          
     Weeks Worked per Year 20 52.00  9 52.00  35 52.00  
     Hours Worked per Week 20 40.00  9 40.00  35 40.00  
     Median Hourly Wage 20 9.33  9 8.07  35 8.41  
PERSONAL          
     Age 20 32.50  9 28.00  35 30.00  
     Male 3 0.15 0.37 3 0.33 0.50 18 0.51 0.51 
     Does not Speak English    1 0.11 0.33 8 0.23 0.43 
     Yes, Speaks only English 19 0.95 0.22 3 0.33 0.50 4 0.11 0.32 
     Yes, Speaks Very Well    1 0.11 0.33 3 0.09 0.28 
     Yes, Speaks Well 1 0.05 0.22 2 0.22 0.44 5 0.14 0.36 
     Yes, but not Well    2 0.22 0.44 15 0.43 0.50 
     In School 1 0.05 0.22 1 0.11 0.33    
     None or Preschool       4 0.11 0.32 
     Grade 1, 2, 3, or 4       1 0.03 0.17 
     Grade 5, 6, 7, or 8 5 0.25 0.44 2 0.22 0.44 4 0.11 0.32 
     Grade 9 6 0.30 0.47 1 0.11 0.33 7 0.20 0.41 
     Grade 10 4 0.20 0.41 1 0.11 0.33 6 0.17 0.38 
     Grade 11 2 0.10 0.31 1 0.11 0.33 2 0.06 0.24 
     Grade 12 2 0.10 0.31 2 0.22 0.44 11 0.31 0.47 
     1 to 3 Years of College 1 0.05 0.22 2 0.22 0.44    
     4+ Years of College          
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   (Continued from previous table) 
Variables 
White Black 
1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 
N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD 
FAMILIAL                    
     Family Size 1578 3.00  972 3.00  392 3.00  495 4.00  475 3.00  237 3.00  
     Number of  
     Children 1578 1.00  972 1.00  392 1.00  495 1.00  475 1.00  237 1.00  
     Children >5 years 1578 0.00  972 0.00  392 0.00  495 0.00  475 0.00  237 0.00  
     Married, Spouse   
     Present 1079 0.68 0.47 629 0.65 0.4 198 0.51 0.50 234 0.47 0.50 189 0.40 0.49 82 0.35 0.48 
     Married, Spouse   
     Absent 22 0.01 0.12 10 0.01 0.10 7 0.0 0.13 6 0.01 0.11 9 0.02 0.14 5 0.02 0.14 
     Separated 68 0.04 0.20 58 0.06 0.24 26 0.07 0.25 54 0.11 0.31 45 0.09 0.29 28 0.12 0.32 
     Divorced 136 0.09 0.28 106 0.11 0.31 89 0.23 0.42 38 0.08 0.27 53 0.11 0.32 38 0.16 0.37 
     Widowed 95 0.05 0.24 66 0.07 0.25 20 0.05 0.22 21 0.04 0.20 15 0.03 0.18 11 0.05 0.21 
     Single 178 0.11 0.32 103 0.11 0.31 52 0.13 0.34 142 0.29 0.45 164 0.35 0.48 73 0.31 0.46 
     Poverty Status 1578 277.00  972 276.00  392 257.50  495 216.00  475 233.00  237 231.00  
WORK-RELATED                   
     Weeks Worked  
     per Year 1578 50.00  972 52.00  392 52.00  495 51.00  475 52.00  237 52.00  
     Hours Worked per  
    Week 1578 40.00  972 40.00  392 40.00  495 40.00  475 40.00  237 40.00  
     Median Hourly  
    Wage 1578 8.89  972 8.93  392 9.20  495 8.55  475 8.85  237 9.16  
PERSONAL                   
     Age 1578 40.00  972 39.00  392 41.00  495 30.00  475 34.00  237 42.00  
     Male 354 0.22 0.42 204 0.21 0.41 110 0.28 0.45 98 0.20 0.40 102 0.21 0.41 58 0.24 0.43 
     Does not Speak  
     English                   
     Yes, Speaks only  
     English 1567 0.99 0.08 961 0.99 0.11 387 0.99 0.11 487 0.98 0.13 466 0.98 0.14 237 1.00 0 
     Yes, Speaks Very  
     Well 6 0.00 0.06 6 0.00 0.08 3 0.00 0.08 4 0.01 0.09 5 0.01 0.10    
     Yes, Speaks Well 4 0.00 0.05 1 0.00 0.03 2 0.00 0.07 3 0.01 0.08 2 0.00 0.06    
     Yes, but not Well 1 0.00 0.03 4 0.00 0.06    1 0.00 0.04 2 0.00 0.06    
     In School 23 0.01 0.12 53 0.05 0.23 7 0.02 0.13 22 0.04 0.21 28 0.06 0.24 5 0.02 0.14 
     None or Preschool 5 0.00 0.06 3 0.00 0.06 3 0.01 0.09 3 0.01 0.08 3 0.01 0.08 2 0.01 0.09 
     Grade 1, 2, 3, or 4 61 0.04 0.19 11 0.01 0.11 2 0.01 0.07 5 0.01 0.10 1 0.00 0.05    
     Grade 5, 6, 7, or 8 497 0.31 0.46 175 0.18 0.38 36 0.09 0.29 42 0.08 0.28 17 0.04 0.19 9 0.04 0.19 
     Grade 9 227 0.14 0.35 137 0.14 0.35 49 0.13 0.33 34 0.07 0.25 27 0.06 0.23 10 0.04 0.20 
     Grade 10 210 0.13 0.34 146 0.15 0.36 44 0.11 0.32 55 0.11 0.31 41 0.09 0.28 15 0.06 0.24 
     Grade 11 163 0.10 0.30 79 0.08 0.27 32 0.08 0.27 55 0.11 0.31 53 0.11 0.32 25 0.11 0.31 
     Grade 12 372 0.24 0.42 353 0.36 0.48 186 0.47 0.50 261 0.53 0.50 275 0.58 0.49 143 0.60 0.49 
     1 to 3 Years of  
     College 40 0.03 0.16 67 0.07 0.25 36 0.09 0.29 35 0.07 0.26 57 0.12 0.33 33 0.14 0.35 
     4+ Years of  
     College 3 0.00 0.04 1 0.00 0.03 4 0.01 0.10 5 0.01 0.10 1 0.00 0.05    
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    Table 21.  Descriptive Statistics about Textile Sewing Machine Operators 
Variables 
Latino 
1980 1990 2000 
N Median or % SD N Median or % SD N Median or % SD 
FAMILIAL           
     Family Size 36 4.00  35 3.00  240 4.00  
     Number of Children 36 1.00  35 1.00  240 0.00  
     Children >5 years 36 0.00  35 0.0  240 0.00  
     Married, Spouse Present 24 0.67 0.48 22 0.63 0.49 128 0.53 0.50 
     Married, Spouse Absent 1 0.03 0.17 1 0.03 0.17 15 0.06 0.24 
     Separated 3 0.08 0.28 2 0.06 0.24 9 0.04 0.19 
     Divorced    5 0.14 0.36 7 0.03 0.17 
     Widowed    4 0.11 0.32 3 0.01 0.11 
     Single 8 0.22 0.42 1 0.03 0.17 78 0.33 0.47 
     Poverty Status 36 208.00  35 239.00  240 191.00  
WORK-RELATED          
     Weeks Worked per Year 36 47.00  35 52.00  240 52.00  
     Hours Worked per Week 36 40.00  35 40.00  240 40.00  
     Median Hourly Wage 36 6.85  35 8.21  240 7.21  
PERSONAL          
     Age 36 28.50  35 36.00  240 29.00  
     Male 1 0.03 0.17 10 0.29 0.46 83 0.35 0.48 
     Does not Speak English    3 0.09 0.28 50 0.21 0.41 
     Yes, Speaks only English 26 0.72 0.45 12 0.34 0.48 18 0.08 0.26 
     Yes, Speaks Very Well 4 0.11 0.32 9 0.26 0.44 37 0.15 0.36 
     Yes, Speaks Well 6 0.17 0.38 6 0.17 0.38 47 0.20 0.40 
     Yes, but not Well    5 0.14 0.36 88 0.37 0.48 
     In School 3 0.08 0.28 5 0.14 0.36 9 0.04 0.19 
     None or Preschool 1 0.03 0.17    12 0.05 0.22 
     Grade 1, 2, 3, or 4       19 0.08 0.27 
     Grade 5, 6, 7, or 8 6 0.17 0.38 6 0.17 0.38 92 0.38 0.49 
     Grade 9 2 0.06 0.23 3 0.09 0.29 29 0.12 0.33 
     Grade 10 6 0.17 0.38 4 0.11 0.32 8 0.03 0.18 
     Grade 11 5 0.14 0.35 3 0.09 0.28 8 0.03 0.18 
     Grade 12 12 0.33 0.48 14 0.40 0.50 57 0.24 0.43 
     1 to 3 Years of College 3 0.08 0.28 5 0.14 0.36 9 0.04 0.19 
     4+ Years of College 1 0.03 0.17    6 0.03 0.16 
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    (Continued from previous table) 
Variables 
White Black 
1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 
N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD 
FAMILIAL                    
     Family Size 2639 3.00  2574 3.00  1032 2.00  979 4.00  1407 4.00  724 3.00  
     Number of  
     Children 2639 1.00  2574 1.00  1032 0.00  979 1.00  1407 1.00  724 1.00  
     Children >5 years 2639 0.00  2574 0.00  1032 0.00  979 0.00  1407 0.00  724 0.00  
     Married, Spouse   
     Present 1985 0.75 0.43 1731 0.67 0.47 631 0.61 0.49 549 0.56 0.50 607 0.43 0.50 306 0.42 0.49 
     Married, Spouse   
     Absent 27 0.01 0.10 25 0.01 0.10 15 0.01 0.12 24 0.02 0.15 2 0.01 0.12 9 0.01 0.11 
     Separated 134 0.05 0.22 120 0.05 0.21 49 0.05 0.21 79 0.08 0.27 138 0.10 0.30 60 0.08 0.28 
     Divorced 179 0.07 0.25 299 0.12 0.32 133 0.13 0.34 54 0.06 0.23 132 0.09 0.29 90 0.12 0.33 
     Widowed 129 0.05 0.22 153 0.06 0.24 64 0.06 0.24 37 0.04 0.19 61 0.04 0.20 25 0.03 0.18 
     Single 185 0.07 0.26 246 0.10 0.29 140 0.14 0.34 236 0.24 0.43 449 0.32 0.47 234 0.32 0.47 
     Poverty Status 2639 250.00  2574 262.00  1032 282.00  979 188.00  1407 191.00  724 233.00  
WORK-RELATED                   
     Weeks Worked  
     per Year 2639 50.00  2574 52.00  1032 52.00  979 50.00  1407 52.00  724 52.00  
     Hours Worked per  
    Week 2639 40.0  2574 40.00  1032 40.00  979 40.00  1407 40.00  724 40.00  
     Median Hourly  
    Wage 2639 7.38  2574 7.61  1032 8.41  979 7.12  1407 7.11  724 8.65  
PERSONAL                   
     Age 2639 35.00  2574 40.00  1032 42.00  979 30.00  1407 34.00  724 40.00  
     Male 81 0.03 0.17 289 0.11 0.32 231 0.22 0.42 49 0.05 0.22 215 0.15 0.36 171 0.24 0.43 
     Does not Speak  
     English                   
     Yes, Speaks only  
     English 2598 0.98 0.12 2525 0.98 0.14 1007 0.98 0.15 963 0.98 0.13 1382 0.98 0.13 711 0.98 0.13 
     Yes, Speaks Very  
     Well 29 0.01 0.10 27 0.010 0.10 17 0.01 0.13 11 0.01 0.11 16 0.01 0.11 9 0.01 0.11 
     Yes, Speaks Well 9 0.00 0.06 11 0.00 0.07 2 0.00 0.04 5 0.01 0.07 5 0.00 0.06 3 0.00 0.06 
     Yes, but not Well 3 0.00 0.03 11 0.00 0.07 6 0.01 0.08    4 0.00 0.05 1 0.00 0.04 
     In School 52 0.02 0.14 98 0.04 0.19 39 0.04 0.19 38 0.04 0.19 84 0.06 0.24 40 0.06 0.23 
     None or Preschool 4 0.00 0.04 6 0.00 0.05 8 0.01 0.09 6 0.01 0.08 7 0.00 0.07 8 0.01 0.10 
     Grade 1, 2, 3, or 4 23 0.01 0.09 13 0.01 0.07 6 0.01 0.08 3 0.00 0.06 3 0.00 0.05 2 0.00 0.05 
     Grade 5, 6, 7, or 8 511 0.19 0.40 262 0.10 0.30 75 0.07 0.26 78 0.08 0.27 56 0.04 0.20 12 0.02 0.13 
     Grade 9 315 0.12 0.32 237 0.09 0.29 87 0.08 0.28 74 0.08 0.26 103 0.07 0.26 26 0.04 0.19 
     Grade 10 362 0.14 0.34 322 0.13 0.33 121 0.12 0.32 85 0.09 0.28 103 0.07 0.26 34 0.05 0.21 
     Grade 11 312 0.12 0.32 224 0.09 0.28 71 0.07 0.25 91 0.09 0.29 132 0.09 0.29 63 0.09 0.29 
     Grade 12 1029 0.39 0.49 1265 0.49 0.50 528 0.51 0.50 540 0.55 0.50 839 0.60 0.49 466 0.64 0.48 
     1 to 3 Years of  
     College 72 0.03 0.16 237 0.09 0.29 132 0.13 0.33 94 0.10 0.29 203 0.14 0.35 108 0.15 0.36 
     4+ Years of  
    College 11 0.00 0.06 8 0.00 0.06 4 0.00 0.06 8 0.01 0.09 10 0.01 0.08 5 0.01 0.08 
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    Table 22.  Descriptive Statistics about Miscellaneous Textile Machine Operators 
Variables 
Latino 
1980 1990 2000 
N Median or % SD N Median or % SD N Median or % SD 
FAMILIAL           
     Family Size 24 4.00  6 2.50  71 4.00  
     Number of Children 24 1.00  6 0.50  71 0.00  
     Children >5 years 24 0.00  6 0.00  71 0.00  
     Married, Spouse Present 18 0.75 0.44 2 0.33 0.52 33 0.46 0.50 
     Married, Spouse Absent    3 0.50 0.55 6 0.08 0.28 
     Separated       3 0.04 0.20 
     Divorced 3 0.13 0.34 1 0.17 0.41    
     Widowed       2 0.03 0.17 
     Single 3 0.13 0.34    27 0.38 0.49 
     Poverty Status 24 262.00  6 332.00  71 202.00  
WORK-RELATED          
     Weeks Worked per Year 24 52.00  6 52.00  71 52.00  
     Hours Worked per Week 24 40.00  6 40.00  71 40.00  
     Median Hourly Wage 24 8.66  6 10.85  71 7.69  
PERSONAL          
     Age 24 37.00  6 33.50  71 28.00  
     Male 13 0.54 0.51 5 0.83 0.41 40 0.56 0.50 
     Does not Speak English 1 0.04 0.20 1 0.17 0.41 19 0.27 0.45 
     Yes, Speaks only English 21 0.88 0.34 1 0.17 0.41 2 0.03 0.17 
     Yes, Speaks Very Well 1 0.04 0.20 2 0.33 0.52 11 0.15 0.36 
     Yes, Speaks Well 1 0.04 0.20 2 0.33 0.52 9 0.13 0.34 
     Yes, but not Well       30 0.42 0.50 
     In School 1 0.04 0.20    4 0.06 0.23 
     None or Preschool    1 0.17 0.41 7 0.10 0.30 
     Grade 1, 2, 3, or 4 2 0.08 0.28    3 0.04 0.20 
     Grade 5, 6, 7, or 8 3 0.13 0.34 2 0.33 0.52 25 0.35 0.48 
     Grade 9 4 0.17 0.38 1 0.17 0.41 9 0.13 0.34 
     Grade 10 3 0.13 0.34    1 0.01 0.12 
     Grade 11 3 0.13 0.34    2 0.03 0.17 
     Grade 12 8 0.33 0.48 1 0.17 0.41 21 0.30 0.46 
     1 to 3 Years of College       3 0.04 0.20 
     4+ Years of College 1 0.04 0.20 1 0.17 0.41    
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   (Continued from previous table) 
Variables 
White Black 
1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 
N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD 
FAMILIAL                    
     Family Size 1430 3.00  863 3.00  472 2.00  513 4.00  329 3.00  248 3.00  
     Number of  
     Children 1430 1.00  863 0.00  472 0.00  513 1.00  329 1.00  248 0.00  
     Children >5 years 1430 0.00  863 0.00  472 0.00  513 0.00  329 0.00  248 0.00  
     Married, Spouse   
     Present 972 0.68 0.47 578 0.67 0.47 282 0.60 0.49 256 0.50 0.50 141 0.43 0.50 114 0.46 0.50 
     Married, Spouse   
     Absent 14 0.01 0.10 10 0.01 0.11 7 0.01 0.12 7 0.01 0.12 5 0.02 0.12 3 0.01 0.11 
     Separated 75 0.05 0.22 35 0.04 0.20 25 0.05 0.22 38 0.07 0.26 24 0.07 0.26 20 0.08 0.27 
     Divorced 95 0.07 0.25 78 0.09 0.29 61 0.13 0.34 28 0.05 0.23 28 0.09 0.28 25 0.10 0.30 
     Widowed 71 0.05 0.22 36 0.04 0.20 33 0.07 0.26 11 0.02 0.14 12 0.04 0.19 8 0.03 0.18 
     Single 203 0.14 0.35 126 0.14 0.35 64 0.14 0.34 173 0.34 0.47 119 0.36 0.48 78 0.31 0.47 
     Poverty Status 1430 281.00  863 279.00  472 277.00  513 230.00  329 240.00  248 231.00  
WORK-RELATED                   
     Weeks Worked    
     per Year 1430 51.00  863 52.00  472 52.00  513 51.00  329 52.00  248 52.00  
     Hours Worked per  
    Week 1430 40.00  863 40.00  472 40.00  513 40.00  329 40.00  248 40.00  
     Median Hourly  
    Wage 1430 9.09  863 8.97  472 9.24  513 8.82  329 9.04  248 9.11  
PERSONAL                   
     Age 1430 37.0  863 39.00  472 43.00  513 30.00  329 34.00  248 41.00  
     Male 650 0.45 0.50 361 0.42 0.49 207 0.44 0.50 245 0.48 0.50 156 0.47 0.50 117 0.47 0.50 
     Does not Speak  
     English                   
     Yes, Speaks only  
     English 1411 0.99 0.11 848 0.98 0.13 458 0.97 0.17 505 0.98 0.12 321 0.98 0.15 245 0.99 0.11 
     Yes, Speaks Very  
     Well 13 0.01 0.09 12 0.01 0.12 6 0.01 0.11 5 0.01 0.10 6 0.02 0.13 3 0.01 0.11 
     Yes, Speaks Well 6 0.00 0.06 3 0.00 0.06 6 0.01 0.11 3 0.01 0.08 1 0.00 0.06    
     Yes, but not Well       2 0.00 0.07    1 0.00 0.06    
     In School 48 0.03 0.18 47 0.05 0.23 10 .02 0.14 36 0.07 0.26 10 0.03 0.17 20 0.08 0.27 
     None or Preschool 8 0.01 0.07 6 0.01 0.08 3 0.01 0.08 5 0.01 0.10    2 0.01 0.09 
     Grade 1, 2, 3, or 4 54 0.04 0.19 11 0.01 0.11    20 0.04 0.19    1 0.00 0.06 
     Grade 5, 6, 7, or 8 357 0.25 0.43 115 0.11 0.31 42 0.09 0.29 45 0.09 0.28 20 0.05 0.24 12 0.05 0.22 
     Grade 9 179 0.13 0.33 94 0.11 0.31 42 0.09 0.29 45 0.09 0.28 20 0.06 0.24 12 0.05 0.22 
     Grade 10 184 0.13 0.33 99 0.11 0.32 57 0.12 0.33 54 0.11 0.31 29 0.09 0.28 020 0.08 0.27 
     Grade 11 152 0.11 0.31 76 0.09 0.28 28 0.06 0.24 62 0.12 0.33 31 0.09 0.29 18 0.07 0.26 
     Grade 12 429 0.30 0.46 383 0.44 0.50 235 0.50 0.50 232 0.45 0.50 190 0.58 0.49 145 0.58 0.49 
     1 to 3 Years of  
     College 56 0.04 0.19 72 0.08 0.28 56 0.12 0.32 31 0.06 0.24 44 0.14 0.34 39 0.16 0.36 
     4+ Years of  
     College 11 0.01 0.09 7 0.01 0.09 8 0.02 0.13 1 0.00 0.04    1 0.00 0.06 
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    Table 23.  Descriptive Statistics about Textile Packers and Packagers by Hand 
Variables 
Latino 
1980 1990 2000 
N Median or % SD N Median or % SD N Median or % SD 
FAMILIAL           
     Family Size 6 2.00     22 5.00  
     Number of Children 6 0.00     22 1.00  
     Children >5 years 6 0.00     22 0.00  
     Married, Spouse Present 3 0.50 0.55    11 0.50 0.51 
     Married, Spouse Absent       1 0.05 0.21 
     Separated       2 0.09 0.29 
     Divorced          
     Widowed 1 0.17 0.41    1 0.05 0.21 
     Single 2 0.33 0.52    7 0.32 0.48 
     Poverty Status 6 168.00     22 135.50  
WORK-RELATED          
     Weeks Worked per Year 6 38.00     22 49.00  
     Hours Worked per Week 6 40.00     22 40.00  
     Median Hourly Wage 6 8.19     22 6.44  
PERSONAL          
     Age 6 36.00     22 26.5  
     Male       8 0.36 0.49 
     Does not Speak English 1 0.17 0.41    8 0.36 0.49 
     Yes, Speaks only English 4 0.67 0.51       
     Yes, Speaks Very Well 1 0.17 0.41    2 0.09 0.29 
     Yes, Speaks Well       2 0.09 0.29 
     Yes, but not Well       10 0.45 0.51 
     In School          
     None or Preschool       2 0.09 0.29 
     Grade 1, 2, 3, or 4       2 0.09 0.29 
     Grade 5, 6, 7, or 8 1 0.17 0.41    7 0.32 0.48 
     Grade 9       1 0.05 0.21 
     Grade 10 1 0.17 0.41    1 0.05 0.21 
     Grade 11 2 0.33 0.52    3 0.14 0.35 
     Grade 12 1 0.17 0.41    3 0.14 0.35 
     1 to 3 Years of College 1 0.17 0.41    2 0.09 0.29 
     4+ Years of College       1 0.05 0.21 
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    (Continued from previous table) 
Variables 
White Black 
1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 
N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD 
FAMILIAL                    
     Family Size 288 3.00  182 3.00  80 2.50  72 4.00  81 4.00  52 3.00  
     Number of  
     Children 288 1.00  182 1.00  80 0.00  72 1.00  81 1.00  52 0.00  
     Children >5 years 288 0.00  182 0.00  80 0.00  72 0.00  81 0.00  52 0.00  
     Married, Spouse   
     Present 190 0.66 0.47 115 0.63 0.48 48 0.60 0.49 28 0.39 0.49 38 0.47 0.50 17 0.33 0.47 
     Married, Spouse   
     Absent 4 0.01 0.12 3 0.02 0.13    1 0.01 0.12 2 0.02 0.16 3 0.06 0.24 
     Separated 14 0.05 0.22 5 0.03 0.16 5 0.06 0.24 15 0.21 0.41 4 0.05 0.22 5 0.10 0.30 
     Divorced 20 0.07 0.26 13 0.07 0.26 15 0.19 0.39 4 0.06 0.23 6 0.07 0.26 2 0.04 0.19 
     Widowed 21 0.07 0.26 15 0.08 0.28 1 0.01 0.11 2 0.03 0.17 3 0.04 0.19 2 0.04 0.19 
     Single 39 0.14 0.34 31 0.17 0.38 11 0.14 0.35 22 0.31 0.46 28 0.35 0.48 23 0.44 0.50 
     Poverty Status 288 272.00  182 272.00  80 316.50  72 195.00  81 196.00  52 244.50  
WORK-RELATED                   
     Weeks Worked  
      per Year 288 50.00  182 52.00  80 52.00  72 51.50  81 52.00  52 52.00  
     Hours Worked per  
    Week 288 40.00  182 40.00  80 40.00  72 40.00  81 40.00  52 40.00  
     Median Hourly  
    Wage 288 8.04  182 7.86  80 8.22  72 7.85  81 7.05  52 9.17  
PERSONAL                   
     Age 288 33.5  182 37.00  80 44.00  72 29.00  81 31.00  52 38.00  
     Male 71 0.25 0.43 47 0.26 0.44 20 0.25 0.44 25 0.35 0.48 19 0.23 0.43 16 0.31 0.47 
     Does not Speak  
     English                   
     Yes, Speaks only  
     English 285 0.99 0.10 179 0.98 0.13 80 1.00 0 72 1.00 0 81 1.00 0 51 0.98 0.14 
     Yes, Speaks Very  
     Well 2 0.01 0.08 2 0.01 0.10          1 0.02 0.14 
     Yes, Speaks Well 1 0.00 0.06 1 0.01 0.07             
     Yes, but not Well                   
     In School 13 0.05 0.21 8 0.04 0.21 4 0.05 0.22 4 0.06 0.23 4 0.05 0.22 4 0.08 0.27 
     None or Preschool    1 0.01 0.07             
     Grade 1, 2, 3, or 4 4 0.01 0.12          1 0.01 0.11    
     Grade 5, 6, 7, or 8 52 0.18 0.39 30 0.16 0.37 7 0.09 0.28 9 0.13 0.33 2 0.02 0.16    
     Grade 9 37 0.13 0.34 11 0.06 0.24 6 0.08 0.27 2 0.03 0.17 2 0.02 0.16 1 0.02 0.14 
     Grade 10 39 0.14 0.34 27 0.15 0.36 13 0.16 0.37 6 0.08 0.28 5 0.06 0.24 2 0.04 0.19 
     Grade 11 39 0.14 0.34 14 0.08 0.27 6 0.08 0.27 12 0.17 0.38 10 0.12 0.33 6 0.12 0.32 
     Grade 12 105 0.36 0.48 83 0.46 0.50 37 0.46 0.50 32 0.44 0.50 53 0.65 0.48 34 0.65 0.48 
     1 to 3 Years of  
     College 10 0.03 0.18 16 0.09 0.28 10 0.13 0.33 11 0.15 0.36 7 0.09 0.28 6 0.12 0.32 
     4+ Years of  
    College 2 0.01 0.08    1 0.01 0.11    1 0.01 0.11 3 0.06 0.24 
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    Table 24. Descriptive Statistics about Textile Production Supervisors or Foremen 
Variables 
Latino 
1980 1990 2000 
N Median or % SD N Median or % SD N Median or % SD 
FAMILIAL           
     Family Size 10 3.00  5 5.00  12 4.50  
     Number of Children 10 1.00  5 0.00  12 1.00  
     Children >5 years 10 0.00  5 0.00  12 0.00  
     Married, Spouse Present 8 0.80 0.42 1 0.20 0.45 6 0.50 0.52 
     Married, Spouse Absent       1 0.08 0.29 
     Separated 2 0.20 0.42       
     Divorced    1 0.20 0.45 1 0.08 0.29 
     Widowed          
     Single    3 0.60 0.55 4 0.33 0.49 
     Poverty Status 10 438.50  5 217.00  12 291.00  
WORK-RELATED          
     Weeks Worked per Year 10 52.00  5 52.00  12 52.00  
     Hours Worked per Week 10 47.00  5 40.00  12 40.00  
     Median Hourly Wage 10 13.46  5 9.04  12 13.46  
PERSONAL          
     Age 10 38.50  5 25.00  12 32.50  
     Male 6 0.60 0.52 4 0.80 0.45 8 0.67 0.49 
     Does not Speak English          
     Yes, Speaks only English 8 0.80 0.42 1 0.20 0.45    
     Yes, Speaks Very Well 1 0.10 0.32 1 0.20 0.45 3 0.25 0.45 
     Yes, Speaks Well 1 0.10 0.32 2 0.40 0.55 4 0.33 0.49 
     Yes, but not Well    1 0.20 0.45 5 0.42 0.51 
     In School 1 0.10 0.32 1 0.20 0.45 1 0.08 0.29 
     None or Preschool 1 0.10 0.32       
     Grade 1, 2, 3, or 4 1 0.10 0.32       
     Grade 5, 6, 7, or 8 2 0.20 0.42 1 0.20 0.45 2 0.17 0.39 
     Grade 9 2 0.20 0.42    4 0.33 0.49 
     Grade 10       1 0.08 0.29 
     Grade 11 1 0.10 0.32       
     Grade 12    2 0.40 0.55 3 0.25 0.45 
     1 to 3 Years of College 1 0.10 0.32 2 0.40 0.55 2 0.17 0.39 
     4+ Years of College 2 0.20 0.42       
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   (Continued from previous table) 
Variables 
White Black 
1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 
N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD 
FAMILIAL                    
     Family Size 1077 3.00  803 3.00  453 2.00  107 4.00  131 3.00  127 3.00  
     Number of  
     Children 1077 1.00  803 1.00  453 0.00  107 1.00  131 1.00  127 0.00  
     Children >5 years 107 0.00  803 0.00  453 0.00  107 0.00  131 0.00  127 0.00  
     Married, Spouse   
     Present 910 0.84 0.36 644 0.82 0.39 353 0.78 0.42 75 0.70 0.46 85 0.65 0.48 74 0.58 0.50 
     Married, Spouse   
     Absent 3 0.00 0.05 5 0.01 0.09 2 0.00 0.07    1 0.01 0.09 4 0.03 0.18 
     Separated 22 0.02 0.14 20 0.02 0.16 14 0.03 0.17 4 0.04 0.19 15 0.11 0.32 10 0.08 0.27 
     Divorced 51 0.05 0.21 55 0.07 0.25 46 0.10 0.30 5 0.05 0.21 11 0.08 0.28 12 0.09 0.29 
     Widowed 28 0.03 0.16 29 0.04 0.19 6 0.01 0.11 2 0.02 0.14 2 0.02 0.12 4 0.03 0.18 
     Single 63 0.06 0.23 38 0.05 0.21 32 0.07 0.26 21 0.20 0.40 17 0.13 0.34 23 0.18 0.39 
     Poverty Status 1077 354.00  803 392.00  463 393.00  107 287.00  131 321.00  127 354.00  
WORK-RELATED                   
     Weeks Worked  
     per Year 1077 52.00  803 52.00  453 52.00  107 50.00  131 52.00  127 52.00  
     Hours Worked per  
    Week 1077 43.00  803 40.00  453 43.00  107 40.00  131 40.00  127 40.00  
     Median Hourly  
    Wage 1077 13.80  803 13.50  453 13.46  107 11.48  131 12.92  127 13.42  
PERSONAL                   
     Age 1077 43.00  803 46.00  453 45.00  107 34.00  131 40.00  127 44.00  
     Male 799 0..74 0.44 565 0.70 0.46 291 0.64 0.48 74 0.69 0.46 90 0.68 0.47 83 0.64 0.48 
     Does not Speak  
     English                   
     Yes, Speaks only  
     English 1065 0.99 0.11 794 0.99 0.11 442 0..98 0.15 107 1.00 0 126 0.96 0.19 125 0.98 0.12 
     Yes, Speaks Very  
     Well 10 0.01 0.10 6 0.01 0.09 7 0.02 0.12    2 0.02 0.12 1 0.01 0.09 
     Yes, Speaks Well 1 0.00 0.03 2 0.00 0.05 3 0.01 0.08    2 0.02 0.12 1 0.01 0.09 
     Yes, but not Well 1 0.00 0.03 1 0.00 0.04 1 0.00 0.05    1 0.01 0.09    
     In School 17 0.02 0.12 27 0.03 0.18 24 0.05 0.22 6 0.06 0.23 9 0.07 0.25 8 0.06 0.24 
     None or Preschool 1 0.00 0.03 2 0.00 0.05 1 0.00 0.05 1 0.01 0.10       
     Grade 1, 2, 3, or 4 11 0.01 0.10 1 0.00 0.04    3 0.03 0.17 1 0.01 0.09 1 0.01 0.09 
     Grade 5, 6, 7, or 8 168 0.16 0.36 65 0.08 0.27 9 0.02 0.14 10 0.09 0.29 5 0.04 0.19 2 0.02 0.12 
     Grade 9 92 0.09 0.28 52 0.06 0.25 19 0.04 0.20 6 0.06 0.23 2 0.02 0.12 2 0.02 0.12 
     Grade 10 120 0.11 0.31 65 0.08 0.27 23 0.05 0.22 9 0.08 0.28 7 0.05 0.23 7 0.06 0.23 
     Grade 11 122 0.11 0.32 44 0.05 0.23 26 0.06 0.23 5 0.05 0.21 6 0.05 0.21 4 0.03 0.18 
     Grade 12 379 0.35 0.48 360 0.45 0.50 216 0.48 0.50 47 0.44 0.50 72 0.55 0.50 63 0.50 0.50 
     1 to 3 Years of  
     College 121 0.11 0.32 174 0.22 0.41 128 0.28 0.45 20 0.19 0.39 33 0.25 0.44 38 0.30 0.46 
     4+ Years of  
    College 63 0.06 0.23 40 0.05 0.22 31 0.07 0.25 6 0.06 0.23 5 0.04 0.19 10 0.08 0.27 
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    Table 25.  Descriptive Statistics about Textile Laborers Outside Construction 
Variables 
Latino 
1980 1990 2000 
N Median or % SD N Median or % SD N Median or % SD 
FAMILIAL           
     Family Size 6 3.50  2 4.00  14 3.00  
     Number of Children 6 1.00  2 0.00  14 1.50  
     Children >5 years 6 0.00  2 0.00  14 0.00  
     Married, Spouse Present 4 0.67 0.52    9 0.64 0.50 
     Married, Spouse Absent          
     Separated    1 0.50 0.71    
     Divorced 1 0.17 0.41       
     Widowed       1 0.07 0.27 
     Single 1 0.17 0.41 1 0.50 0.71 4 0.29 0.47 
     Poverty Status 6 225.00  2 237.50  14 142.00  
WORK-RELATED          
     Weeks Worked per Year 6 51.50  2 51.50  14 50.00  
     Hours Worked per Week 6 40.00  2 44.50  14 40.00  
     Median Hourly Wage 6 8.37  2 9.38  14 7.80  
PERSONAL          
     Age 6 38.00  2 36.00  14 33.50  
     Male 4 0.67 0.52 1 0.50 0.71 10 0.72 0.47 
     Does not Speak English       4 0.29 0.47 
     Yes, Speaks only English 6 1.00 0 2 1.00 0 2 0.14 0.36 
     Yes, Speaks Very Well       1 0.07 0.27 
     Yes, Speaks Well       1 0.07 0.27 
     Yes, but not Well       6 0.43 0.51 
     In School 2 0.33 0.52       
     None or Preschool          
     Grade 1, 2, 3, or 4 1 0.17 0.41    3 0.21 0.43 
     Grade 5, 6, 7, or 8 2 0.33 0.52    5 0.36 0.50 
     Grade 9       1 0.07 0.27 
     Grade 10    1 0.50 0.71    
     Grade 11 2 0.33 0.51       
     Grade 12 1 0.17 0.41 1 0.50 0.71 5 0.36 0.50 
     1 to 3 Years of College          
     4+ Years of College          
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   (Continued from previous table) 
Variables 
White Black 
1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 
N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD 
FAMILIAL                    
     Family Size 252 3.00  188 3.00  160 3.00  107 4.00  97 4.00  93 2.00  
     Number of  
     Children 252 0.00  188 0.00  160 0.00  107 0.00  97 0.00  93 0.00  
     Children >5 years 252 0.00  188 0.00  160 0.00  107 0.00  97 0.00  93 0.00  
     Married, Spouse   
     Present 172 0.68 0.47 117 0.62 0.49 89 0.56 0.50 56 0.52 0.50 28 0.29 0.46 27 0.29 0.46 
     Married, Spouse   
     Absent 1 0.00 0.06 4 0.02 0.14 3 0.02 0.14 4 0.04 0.19 2 0.02 0.14 1 0.01 0.10 
     Separated 8 0.03 0.18 8 0.04 0.20 6 0.04 0.19 3 0.03 0.17 5 0.05 0.22 9 0.10 0.30 
     Divorced 11 0.04 0.20 15 0.08 0.27 21 0.13 0.34 4 0.04 0.19 6 0.06 0.24 16 0.17 0.38 
     Widowed 9 0.04 0.19 5 0.03 0.16 5 0.03 0.17 4 0.04 0.19 5 0.05 0.22 5 0.05 0.23 
     Single 51 0.20 0.40 39 0.21 0.41 36 0.23 0.42 36 0.34 0.47 51 0.53 0.50 35 0.38 0.49 
     Poverty Status 252 271.00  188 259.00  160 276.50  107 217.00  97 233.00  93 220.00  
WORK-RELATED                   
     Weeks Worked  
      per Year 252 52.00  188 52.00  160 52.00  107 52.00  97 52.00  93 52.00  
     Hours Worked per  
    Week 252 40.00  188 40.00  160 40.00  107 40.00  97 40.00  93 40.00  
     Median Hourly  
    Wage 252 8.51  188 8.06  160 9.12  107 8.83  97 8.07  93 8.65  
PERSONAL                   
     Age 252 35.50  188 33.00  160 41.50  107 32.00  97 33.00  93 39.00  
     Male 136 0.54 0.50 97 0.52 0.50 95 0.59 0.49 63 0.59 0.49 50 0.52 0.50 70 0.75 0.43 
     Does not Speak  
     English                   
     Yes, Speaks only  
     English 248 0.98 0.13 188 1.00 0 158 0.99 0.11 106 0.99 0.10 96 0.99 0.10 92 0.99 0.10 
     Yes, Speaks Very  
     Well 3 0.01 0.11    2 0.01 0.11 1 0.01 0.10 1 0.01 0.10    
     Yes, Speaks Well 1 0.00 0.06                
     Yes, but not Well                1 0.01 0.10 
     In School 14 0.06 0.23 15 0.08 0.27 4 0.03 0.16 1 0.01 0.10 6 0.06 0.24 1 0.01 0.10 
     None or Preschool    1 0.01 0.07 2 0.01 0.11 1 0.01 0.10 2 0.02 0.14 1 0.01 0.10 
     Grade 1, 2, 3, or 4 7 0.03 0.16 2 0.01 0.10    7 0.07 0.25 1 0.01 0.10    
     Grade 5, 6, 7, or 8 64 0.25 0.44 19 0.10 0.30 10 0.06 0.24 26 0.24 0.43 7 0.07 0.26 1 0.01 0.10 
     Grade 9 37 0.15 0.35 19 0.10 0.30 11 0.07 0.25 10 0.09 0.29 6 0.06 0.24 6 0.06 0.25 
     Grade 10 28 0.11 0.31 25 0.13 0.34 15 0.09 0.29 7 0.07 0.25 12 0.12 0.33 7 0.08 0.27 
     Grade 11 28 0.11 0.31 14 0.07 0.26 8 0.05 0.22 14 0.13 034 12 0.12 0.33 13 0.14 0.35 
     Grade 12 75 0.30 0.46 91 0.48 0.50 94 0.59 0.49 38 0..36 0.48 45 0.46 0.50 51 0.55 0.50 
     1 to 3 Years of  
     College 12 0.05 0.21 16 0.09 0.28 18 0.11 0.32 3 0.03 0.17 12 0.12 0.33 14 0.15 0.36 
     4+ Years of  
    College 1 0.00 0.06 1 0.01 0.07 2 0.01 0.11 1 0.01 0.10       
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    Table 26.  Descriptive Statistics about Textile Industry Machine Repairers 
Variables 
Latino 
1980 1990 2000 
N Median or % SD N Median or % SD N Median or % SD 
FAMILIAL           
     Family Size 9 3.00  5 4.00  31 4.00  
     Number of Children 9 0.00  5 2.00  31 1.00  
     Children >5 years 9 0.00  5 1.00  31 0.00  
     Married, Spouse Present 5 056 0.53 5 1.00 0 16 0.52 0.51 
     Married, Spouse Absent       5 0.16 0.37 
     Separated          
     Divorced 1 0.11 0.33       
     Widowed       1 0.03 0.18 
     Single 3 0.33 0.5    9 0.29 0.46 
     Poverty Status 9 449.00  5 241.00  31 214.00  
WORK-RELATED          
     Weeks Worked per Year 9 52.00  5 52.00  31 52.00  
     Hours Worked per Week 9 40.00  5 45.00  31 40.00  
     Median Hourly Wage 9 12.01  5 11.20  31 9.62  
PERSONAL          
     Age 9  40.00  5 38.00  31 28.00  
     Male 9 1.00 0 5 1.00 0 29 0.94 0.25 
     Does not Speak English       2 0.06 0.25 
     Yes, Speaks only English 8 0.89 0.33    2 0.06 0.25 
     Yes, Speaks Very Well    1 0.20 0.45 11 0.35 0.49 
     Yes, Speaks Well 1 0.11 0.33 3 0.60 0.55 8 0.26 0.44 
     Yes, but not Well    1 0.20 0.45 8 0.26 0.44 
     In School 2 0.22 0.44 1 0.20 0.45 2 0.06 0.25 
     None or Preschool 1 0.11 0.33       
     Grade 1, 2, 3, or 4          
     Grade 5, 6, 7, or 8 4 0.44 0.53 1 0.20 0.45 8 0.26 0.44 
     Grade 9    1 0.20 0.45 8 0.26 0.44 
     Grade 10       3 0.10 0.30 
     Grade 11 2 0.22 0.44    3 0.10 0.30 
     Grade 12 2 0.22 0.44 1 0.20 0.45 7 0.23 0.43 
     1 to 3 Years of College    1 0.20 0.45 1 0.03 0.18 
     4+ Years of College    1 0.20 0.45 1 0.03 0.18 
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    (Continued from previous table) 
Variables 
White Black 
1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 
N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD 
FAMILIAL                    
     Family Size 971 3.00  631 3.00  535 3.00  149 4.00  112 4.00  131 3.00  
     Number of  
     Children 971 1.00  631 1.00  535 0.00  149 2.00  112 1.00  131 1.00  
     Children >5 years 971 0.00  631 0.00  535 0.00  149 0.00  112 0.00  131 0.00  
     Married, Spouse   
     Present 795 0.82 039 471 0.75 0.44 401 0.75 0.43 99 0.66 0.47 69 0.62 0.49 86 0.66 0.48 
     Married, Spouse   
     Absent 9 0.01 0.10 4 0.01 0.08 6 0.01 0.11 3 0.02 0.14    2 0.02 0.12 
     Separated 38 0.04 0.19 32 0.05 0.22 23 0.04 0.20 14 0.09 0.29 7 0.06 0.24 7 0.05 0.23 
     Divorced 44 0.05 0.21 57 0.09 0.29 63 0.12 0.32 7 0.05 0.21 11 0.10 0.30 13 0.10 0.30 
     Widowed 7 0.01 0.08 8 0.01 0.11 12 0.02 0.15 2 0.01 0.12    3 0.02 0.15 
     Single 78 0.08 0.27 059 0.09 029 30 0.06 0.23 24 0.16 0.37 25 0.22 0.42 20 0.15 0.36 
     Poverty Status 971 311.00  631 338.00  535 351.00  149 256.00  112 279.00  131 342.00  
WORK-RELATED                   
     Weeks Worked  
      per Year 971 52.00  631 52.00  535 52.00  149 52.00  112 52.00  131 52.00  
     Hours Worked per  
    Week 971 40.00  631 40.00  535 40.00  149 40.00  112 40.00  131 40.00  
     Median Hourly  
    Wage 971 12.40  631 12.30  535 13.22  149 11.14  112 11.67  131 12.50  
PERSONAL                   
     Age 971 39.00  631 40.00  535 45.00  149 31.00  112 37.00  131 47.00  
     Male 910 0.94 0.24 584 0.93 0.26 491 0.92 0.27 133 0.89 0.31 103 0.92 0.27 125 0.95 0.21 
     Does not Speak  
     English                   
     Yes, Speaks only  
     English 959 0.99 0.11 629 0.99 0.05 524 0.08 0.14 149 1.00 0 112 1.00 0 129 0.98 0.12 
     Yes, Speaks Very  
     Well 8 0.01 0.09 2 0.00 0.06 6 0.01 0.11          
     Yes, Speaks Well 2 0.00 0.05    4 0.01 0.09       1 0.01 0.09 
     Yes, but not Well 2 0.00 0.05    1 0.00 0.04       1 0.01 0.09 
     In School 9 0.01 0.10 20 0.03 0.18 13 0.02 0.15 2 0.01 0.12 8 0.07 0.26 4 0.03 0.17 
     None or Preschool 3 0.00 0.06 4 0.01 0.08 8 0.01 0.12          
     Grade 1, 2, 3, or 4 40 0.04 0.20 5 0.01 0.09 3 0.01 0.07 4 0.03 0.16 1 0.01 0.09    
     Grade 5, 6, 7, or 8 307 0.32 0.47 82 0.13 0.34 47 0.09 0.28 23 0.15 0.36 6 0.05 0.23 5 0.04 0.19 
     Grade 9 101 0.10 0.31 69 0.11 0.31 40 0.07 0.26 13 0.09 0.28 5 0.04 0.21 6 0.05 0.21 
     Grade 10 105 0.11 0.31 90 0.14 0.35 45 0.08 0.2u8 12 0.08 0.27 11 0.10 0.30 8 0.06 0.24 
     Grade 11 77 0.08 0.27 34 0.05 0.23 26 0.05 0.22 11 0.07 0.26 10 0.09 0.29 10 0.08 0.27 
     Grade 12 287 0.30 0.46 259 0.41 0.49 247 0.46 0.50 76 0.51 0.50 62 0.55 0.50 81 0.62 0.49 
     1 to 3 Years of  
     College 46 0.05 0.21 85 0.13 0.34 112 0.21 0.41 10 0.07 0.25 17 0.15 0.36 20 0.15 0.36 
     4+ Years of  
    College 5 0.01 0.07 3 0.00 0.07 7 0.01 0.11       1 0.01 0.09 
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    Table 27.  Descriptive Statistics about Textile Graders and Sorters in Manufacturing 
Variables 
Latino 
1980 1990 2000 
N Median or % SD N Median or % SD N Median or % SD 
FAMILIAL           
     Family Size 9 4.00  5 5.00  37 4.00  
     Number of Children 9 2.00  5 0.00  37 0.00  
     Children >5 years 9 0.00  5 0.00  37 0.00  
     Married, Spouse Present 8 0.89 0.33 4 0.80 0.45 12 0.32 0.47 
     Married, Spouse Absent       7 0.19 0.40 
     Separated       2 0.05 0.23 
     Divorced 1 0.11 0.33    3 0.08 0.28 
     Widowed          
     Single    1 0.20 0.45 13 0.35 0.48 
     Poverty Status 9 260.00  5 115.0  37 185.00  
WORK-RELATED          
     Weeks Worked per Year 9 52.00  5 49.00  37 51.00  
     Hours Worked per Week 9 40.00  5 40.00  37 40.00  
     Median Hourly Wage 9 9.03  5 6.72  37 7.18  
PERSONAL          
     Age 9 33.00  5 33.00  37 31.22  
     Male 4 0.44 0.53 2 0.40 0.55 21 0.57 0.50 
     Does not Speak English       15 0.41 0.50 
     Yes, Speaks only English 7 0.78 0.44 1 0.20 0.45 2 0.05 0.23 
     Yes, Speaks Very Well 1 0.11 0.33 2 0.40 0.55 3 0.08 0.28 
     Yes, Speaks Well 1 0.11 0.33 1 0.20 0.45 7 0.19 0.40 
     Yes, but not Well    1 0.20 0.45 10 0.27 0.45 
     In School       5 0.14 0.35 
     None or Preschool       1 0.03 0.16 
     Grade 1, 2, 3, or 4       3 0.08 0.28 
     Grade 5, 6, 7, or 8 3 0.33 0.5 2 0.40 0.55 7 0.19 0.40 
     Grade 9 3 0.33 0.5    11 0.30 0.46 
     Grade 10 1 0.11 0.33 1 0.20 0.45    
     Grade 11 1 0.11 0.33       
     Grade 12 1 0.11 0.33 2 0.40 0.55 14 0.38 0.49 
     1 to 3 Years of College          
     4+ Years of College       1 0.03 0.16 
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   (Continued from previous table) 
Variables 
White Black 
1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 
N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD N 
Median 
or % SD 
FAMILIAL                    
     Family Size 674 3.00  270 3.00  198 2.00  298 4.00  122 3.00  101 3.00  
     Number of  
     Children 674 1.00  270 1.00  198 0.00  298 1.00  122 1.00  101 0.00  
     Children >5 years 674 0.00  270 0.00  198 0.00  298 0.00  122 0.00  101 0.00  
     Married, Spouse   
     Present 460 0.68 0.47 161 0.60 0.49 102 0.52 0.50 157 0.53 0.50 44 0.36 0.48 40 0.40 0.49 
     Married, Spouse   
     Absent 3 0.00 0.07 4 0.01 0.12 4 0.02 0.14 8 0.03 0.16 6 0.05 0.22    
     Separated 6 0.04 0.19 18 0.07 0.25 15 0.08 0.27 23 0.08 0.27 18 0.15 0.36 8 0.08 0.27 
     Divorced 57 0.08 0.28 31 0.11 0.32 31 0.16 0.36 17 0.06 0.23 14 0.11 0.32 13 0.13 0.34 
     Widowed 35 0.05 0.22 13 0.05 0.21 8 0.04 0.20 8 0.03 0.16 5 0.04 0.20 4 0.04 0.20 
     Single 93 0.14 0.35 43 0.16 0.37 38 0.19 0.39 85 0.29 0.45 35 0.29 0.45 36 0.36 0.48 
     Poverty Status 674 273.00  270 296.00  198 304.00  298 213.00  122 216.00  101 234.00  
WORK-RELATED                   
     Weeks Worked  
      per Year 674 51.00  270 52.00  198 52.00  298 51.00  122 52.00  101 52.00  
     Hours Worked per  
    Week 674 40.00  270 40.00  198 40.00  298 40.00  122 40.00  101 40.00  
     Median Hourly  
    Wage 674 8.84  270 9.11  198 9.62  298 8.83  122 7.75  101 9.28  
PERSONAL                   
     Age 674 38.00  270 36.00  198 40.50  298 29.00  122 34.00  101 38.00  
     Male 253 0.38 0.48 99 0.37 0.48 198 0.42 0.50 127 0.43 0.50 54 0.44 0.50 38 0.38 0.49 
     Does not Speak  
     English 1 0.00 0.04                
     Yes, Speaks only  
     English 670 0.99 0.08 266 0.99 0.12 194 0.98 0.14 288 0.97 0.18 120 0.98 0.13 101 1.00 0 
     Yes, Speaks Very  
     Well    3 0.01 0.11 3 0.02 0.12 8 0.03 0.16 1 0.01 0.09    
     Yes, Speaks Well 2 0.00 0.05 1 0.00 0.06 1 0.01 0.07 2 0.01 0.08       
     Yes, but not Well 1 0.00 0.04          1 0.01 0.09    
     In School 17 0.03 0.16 15 0.06 0.23 6 0.03 0.17 8 0.03 0.16 9 0.07 0.26 3 0.03 0.17 
     None or Preschool 1 0.00 0.04          1 0.01 0.09    
     Grade 1, 2, 3, or 4 22 0.03 0.18 1 0.00 0.06    12 0.04 0.19    1 0.01 0.10 
     Grade 5, 6, 7, or 8 142 0.21 0.41 28 0.10 0.31 13 0.07 0.25 40 0.13 0.34 7 0.06 0.23 2 0.02 0.14 
     Grade 9 78 0.12 0.32 19 0.07 0.26 14 0.07 0.26 27 0.09 0.29 6 0.05 0.22 6 0.06 0.24 
     Grade 10 77 0.11 0.32 27 0.10 0.30 23 0.12 0.32 34 0.11 0.32 11 0.09 0.29 4 0.04 0.20 
     Grade 11 76 0.11 0.32 24 0.09 0.29 14 0.07 0.26 23 0.08 0.27 14 0.11 0.32 14 0.14 0.35 
     Grade 12 234 0.35 0.48 137 0.51 0.50 101 0.51 0.50 140 0.47 0.50 65 0.53 0.50 59 0.58 0.50 
     1 to 3 Years of  
     College 34 0.05 0.22 32 0.12 0.32 30 0.15 0.36 22 0.07 0.26 16 0.13 0.34 14 0.14 0.35 
     4+ Years of  
    College 10 0.01 0.12 2 0.01 0.09 4 0.02 0.12    2 0.02 0.13 1 0.01 0.10 
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